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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PITTENGER). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 3, 2014. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable ROBERT 
PITTENGER to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2014, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 

f 

CONGRATULATING COLONEL 
JOSEPH BUCHE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. COTTON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
want to recognize Colonel Joseph 
Buche, who will retire next month 
after 30 years of commissioned service 
in the United States Army. 

Colonel Buche was born and spent 
the first 12 years of his life in Fayette-
ville, Arkansas, where he attended St. 
Joseph’s Elementary School. 

His father taught electrical engineer-
ing at the University of Arkansas, and 

Colonel Buche still remembers walking 
from his family’s home down to Razor-
back Stadium to see President Nixon 
arrive for the 1969 Texas-Arkansas 
football game, also known as the game 
of the century. While it didn’t end well 
for the Razorbacks, few Arkansans who 
were alive then have forgotten that 
day. 

Following his father’s death, Colonel 
Buche moved with his family to Wis-
consin, where he received a 4-year 
Army ROTC scholarship from the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, Madison. 

He was commissioned as an infantry-
man upon his graduation with a bach-
elor of science in 1984 and began what 
would become an exemplary career in 
the United States Army. 

As a lieutenant and captain, Colonel 
Buche was a platoon leader and com-
manded four infantry platoon compa-
nies. Colonel Buche also served in Op-
eration Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and 
Operation Enduring Freedom, as well 
as with the Old Guard at Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery. 

His military honors include the Le-
gion of Merit, Bronze Star with oakleaf 
cluster, two Combat Infantryman 
Badges, and the Ranger tab. 

On a personal note, Colonel Buche 
was my commander while I was sta-
tioned at the Old Guard in Arlington 
National Cemetery in 2007 and 2008 and 
while I was deployed to Afghanistan in 
2008 and 2009. He set the highest stand-
ard for leadership, professionalism, and 
duty for every Old Guard soldier. 

Finally, I also want to thank his 
wife, C.J., and their two daughters, 
Megan and Shelby. Military families 
carry a heavy load, too, and they also 
sacrifice much for our country. 

C.J., Megan, and Shelby endured 
many days without their loving hus-
band and dad, all so he could stand 
guard on the front lines of freedom 
around the world on our behalf. We are 
grateful to them. 

On behalf of the United States Con-
gress and a grateful Nation, I want to 
thank Colonel Buche and his family for 
their service and wish him all the best 
in retirement. 

f 

CONGRATULATING HOWARD ELE-
MENTARY READING CHAMPIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, reading is a fundamental 
education skill that provides a founda-
tion for academic and life success. 

On March 29, the Central Inter-
mediate Unit No. 10, located in Penn-
sylvania’s Fifth Congressional District, 
hosted their Elementary School Inter-
scholastic Reading Competition. This 
is a great event that is integrated 
throughout the school year to promote 
reading. 

Each year, the IU chooses a list of 
books to be read, and this year, 41 
books were utilized for the competi-
tion. Students read books from the list 
and answer test questions that are cre-
ated to measure the students’ com-
prehension and recall of the books. 

On competition day, students learn 
the value of hard work, the importance 
of reading, as well as teamwork. Along 
the way, they also have some fun. 

The team with the highest number of 
points overall is awarded the grand 
championship. Clearly, every child that 
participates in this event benefits, as 
they are encouraged and motivated to 
expand their horizons through reading 
comprehension. 

Congratulations to the students and 
faculty of the Howard Elementary 
School for being the 2014 Reading 
Grand Champions. 

The Howard team, coached by Mrs. 
Amber Buchanan and Ms. Jalynn 
Woleslagle, scored a total of 68 points. 
Congratulations to Mia Simoncek, 
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Noah Giedroc, Brayden Comly, Jayden 
Bechdel, Carter Rhoades, Olivia Reed, 
Hannah Ternent, Thomas Beck, Elyssa 
Greene, and Mikayla Irvin for a job 
well done. 

This is the first time that Howard El-
ementary has ever won grand cham-
pion. Congratulations, and keep on 
reading. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 6 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1200 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

God of the universe, we give You 
thanks for giving us another day. 

Lord, You have promised to be with 
all people wherever they are, whatever 
their need. We reach out in prayer for 
the homeless, the poor, those anxious 
about the future, those who are ill, or 
those to whom freedom has been de-
nied. 

Bless the Members of this people’s 
House. Inspire them, as representatives 
of the American people, to labor for 
justice and righteousness in our Nation 
and our world, mindful of Your concern 
for those most in need. 

For all the riches of our human expe-
rience, O Lord, we give You thanks. 
Make us aware of our responsibilities 
as stewards of Your divine gifts, and 
empower us with Your grace to faith-
fully and earnestly use our talents in 
ways that bring understanding to our 
communities and our Nation, and peace 
to every soul. 

May all we do be done for Your great-
er honor and glory. 

Amen. 
f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. WILSON) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina led 
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-

tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 

f 

SAVE AMERICAN WORKERS ACT 
(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today’s de-
bate over the Save American Workers 
Act, which will attempt to fix another 
unintended consequence of ObamaCare, 
reminded me of the recent CBO report 
which estimated that regulatory 
changes created by ObamaCare would 
remove the equivalent of 2.3 million 
Americans from the full-time work-
force. 

Putting aside the tremendous human 
costs of this loss, let’s simply consider 
the economic damage done to our Na-
tion. Journalist Kevin Williamson 
compared removing 2.3 million from 
the full-time workforce to ‘‘burning 
down 1,000 factories’’ and further noted 
that ‘‘that 2.3 million workers exceeds 
the current workforces of McDonald’s, 
IBM, UPS, Target, Hewlett-Packard, 
and General Electric, combined.’’ 

The Save American Workers Act will 
likely proceed to the Senate today, 
where it will join a cue of 30-plus other 
House-passed bills that would help the 
economy and create jobs. 

Americans want to work. Why won’t 
the Senate do its job and consider 
those bills? 

f 

EXTENDING UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE 

(Mr. MCNERNEY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to urge my Republican col-
leagues to bring the Senate’s bipar-
tisan compromise on extending unem-
ployment insurance to the House floor 
for a vote. 

Our economy is recovering, but not 
fast enough. We need to continue help-
ing our businesses create jobs that pay 
living wages; but, in the meantime, we 
can’t forget about those who lost their 
jobs in the downturn. Many of them 
have families to support while looking 
for jobs in a tough economy. 

An analysis by Moody’s found that 
for every dollar spent on unemploy-
ment benefits the economy generates 
$1.64 in economic activity. That is 
money that gets spent on basic neces-
sities like food; so the grocery checker 
gets paid; the truck driver that deliv-
ered the food gets paid; and the farmer 
who grows the food gets paid. It doesn’t 
take a Ph.D. to do the math. 

And speaking of math, the Senate 
deal is paid for, so unemployment in-
surance doesn’t add to the deficit. 

For all these reasons, I call on my 
Republican colleagues to bring this to 
the floor for a vote today. 

HELPING THOSE WHO NEED IT 
MOST 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, according to a Hoover 
Institute study, 2.6 million Americans 
are at risk of receiving smaller pay-
checks because of reduced hours as a 
result of ObamaCare’s harsh regula-
tions on small businesses. 

It is obvious that the President’s bro-
ken health care promises have made 
lives more difficult. What do we tell 
single mothers who have been forced to 
pick up an additional job because their 
hours have been reduced? And what 
about the college students who are 
paying their way through school but 
are struggling to achieve an education 
because their paychecks will not cover 
expenses? 

At a time with record unemployment 
and a record number of people not 
seeking work, the government should 
not make it more difficult for employ-
ers to hire workers. Later today, the 
House will vote on a bill, which I have 
gratefully cosponsored, that provides 
relief for millions of Americans who 
have received smaller paychecks be-
cause of the President’s health care 
takeover which destroys jobs. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 

Welcome, Mead Hall Episcopal 
School of Aiken, South Carolina. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRA-
TION ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Madam Speaker, 
across the Nation, Social Security of-
fices are experiencing increased back-
log, longer wait times, and insufficient 
staff levels. Despite this, the Social Se-
curity Administration has proposed the 
closing of four New York regional of-
fices, including the Amherst office in 
my western New York community. 

Since 2010, 96 field offices have been 
consolidated into 46 without a uniform 
closure process. In response, I have in-
troduced H.R. 3997, the Social Security 
Administration Accountability Act, 
which brings transparency to the So-
cial Security field office closure proc-
ess. 

This legislation requires the Social 
Security Administration to consult 
with local officials and the public be-
fore deciding to relocate or merge of-
fices. In my own community, after the 
notice of proposed closure of the Am-
herst field office, we learned from the 
Buffalo Fire Department that the new 
office has insufficient capacity and 
would be a fire hazard. If this bill were 
already law, this would have been dis-
covered before a proposed closure was 
announced. 
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Madam Speaker, I urge my col-

leagues to join me in protecting our 
communities from hastily planned and 
ill-conceived Social Security field of-
fice closures. 

f 

CONGRATULATING BLACKMAN 
HIGH SCHOOL 

(Mr. DESJARLAIS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to commend Blackman High 
School boys’ and girls’ basketball 
teams for winning State championships 
last week. 

The boys’ team defeated Oak Ridge 
by a score of 60–58 by making an excit-
ing comeback in the final minutes. In 
doing so, they captured their first 
State title and the first boys’ basket-
ball championship for a Rutherford 
County team since 1965. 

The girls’ team, the Lady Blazes, had 
captured the school’s first State cham-
pionship in any team sport a week ear-
lier. 

I especially want to acknowledge the 
Lady Blazes’ Crystal Dangerfield for 
her work both on and off the court. 
Named the No. 7 college prospect for 
2016 by ESPN, Dangerfield was also 
awarded this year’s Tennessee 
Gatorade Player of the Year. This pres-
tigious accomplishment recognizes a 
student’s athletic achievement, as well 
as academic success and overall char-
acter. Ms. Dangerfield certainly fits 
the bill, with volunteer work with her 
church and active involvement in the 
local literacy outreach program. 

I know the city of Murfreesboro is so 
incredibly proud of these young men 
and women, and I wish them continued 
success in the future. 

f 

NO MORE SNAP CUTS 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 
over the past 6 months, this Nation’s 
premier antihunger safety net pro-
gram, SNAP, has been cut by nearly $20 
billion. Forty-six million Americans 
saw a cut of about $30 a month for a 
family of three, and hundreds of thou-
sands more will see a cut of about $90 
because of two separate cuts that took 
effect in November and in February. 

But those pale in comparison to the 
Ryan budget. This budget, which will 
be voted on by this House next week, 
cuts at least $137 billion from SNAP— 
$137 billion. That is simply dev-
astating. 

Budgets are moral documents, and 
the Ryan budget is immoral. What 
kind of nation are we if all we do is 
continue to take food from the mouths 
of the hungry? 

We can’t keep balancing our budgets 
on the backs of poor. It is time to say 
enough is enough, no more cuts to 

SNAP. We should protect the vulner-
able and the least well off in this coun-
try instead of punishing them simply 
for being poor. 

f 

SAVE AMERICAN WORKERS ACT 

(Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in support of my 
Hoosier colleague, Representative 
TODD YOUNG’s excellent bill, the Save 
American Workers Act of 2014. 

We are a country built on hard work. 
We are a country where people want to 
work. But right now, the Affordable 
Care Act is stopping people from work-
ing the hours they need and the hours 
they want to work. By redefining a 
full-time employee as someone who 
works 30 or more hours a week, the Af-
fordable Care Act has caused workers’ 
hours to be reduced in vital industries 
across the Nation. 2.6 million workers 
are losing because of this provision. 
America is losing because of this provi-
sion. 

A school employee from my district 
in Elwood, Indiana, recently shared 
with me the pain losing 10 hours from 
her workweek has caused. She said: 

It just doesn’t make sense to me. I’m try-
ing to be a self-supporting person and was 
doing good. It could have been better, but I 
was making it. How am I supposed to pay a 
house payment, utilities, car insurance, let 
alone food? 

This is an unwise provision that must 
be repealed. That is why we must take 
action and restore the traditional 40- 
hour workweek. Let’s pass the Save 
American Workers Act of 2014. If we do, 
our workers win, our employers win, 
and our Nation will win. 

f 

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE 

(Ms. EDWARDS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. EDWARDS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to call on just 25 Repub-
licans to join 195 Democrats to raise 
the minimum wage to $10.10 an hour 
and to raise wages for tip workers 
whose $2.13-an-hour wages haven’t been 
raised in 23 years. The current min-
imum wage of $7.25 an hour has failed 
to keep pace with the cost of living, 
leaving families struggling to fill the 
gap. 

Even if you work 40 hours a week at 
minimum wage, you still live below the 
poverty line. You rely on taxpayer- 
funded programs such as nutrition as-
sistance, energy assistance, and hous-
ing assistance. 

In short, the profit lines of multi-
national corporations are being sub-
sidized by taxpayers who fill the gap 
between the mandated minimum wage 
and what constitutes a fair wage, what 
people need to live on. 

This has an even greater impact for 
women, who often work for only 77 

cents on a dollar; for African American 
women, 64 cents on a dollar; for 
Latinos, 58 cents on a dollar. Seventy 
percent of low-wage workers in this 
country are women. 

So, essentially, we need to raise the 
tip minimum wage and raise the reg-
ular minimum wage. It is the fair thing 
to do. I call on my Republican col-
leagues, just 25 of them, to raise the 
minimum wage. 

f 

THROW-BACK THURSDAY 

(Mr. DUFFY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DUFFY. Madam Speaker, if it is 
Thursday, it is throw-back Thursday. 

I want to take a look back to April 
15, 2011, the House Republicans passed 
a budget that balanced. 

March 29, 2012, House Republicans led 
the charge to pass a budget that bal-
anced. 

March 21, 2013, we passed a budget 
that balances in 10 years. 

Just last night, we passed a budget 
that is again going to balance in 10 
years. 

The bottom line is that we can’t do it 
by ourselves. If you look to the Presi-
dent who introduces budgets that 
never, ever, ever balance, and you look 
to the Democrats in the Senate who 
don’t even introduce budgets, we can’t 
get this job done. 

We have Americans who are young 
that want opportunity, that want jobs 
and don’t want to pay higher taxes. If 
we don’t balance our budgets, they are 
the ones who are going to pay. 

But it is the poorest among us who 
look to government for a little bit of 
help. If we have a debt crisis, we won’t 
be there to help them. 

Let’s work together. Let’s balance 
our budget. Let’s be sustainable in gov-
ernment spending. 

f 

b 1215 

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRESSIVE 
CAUCUS BUDGET 

(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, yet 
again, we have been presented with a 
budget that stands at odds with the 
morality of this Nation. The Ryan 
budget attempts to balance our budget 
on the backs of the middle class and 
low-income families while bowing to 
special interest groups and giving bil-
lionaires unnecessary tax cuts. 

This out of touch budget leaves hard-
working families in my district in Cali-
fornia and across this country in the 
cold by cutting more than $135 billion 
from the food stamp program. PAUL 
RYAN’s budget also eliminates the Af-
fordable Care Act and breaks our prom-
ise to seniors by fundamentally ending 
the Medicare program as we know it. 
With one in three women struggling on 
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the brink of poverty in this country, 
this budget would effectively push 
them over the edge. 

Americans deserve better. 
The Congressional Progressive Cau-

cus’ Better Off Budget, in stark con-
trast, restores critical social safety 
nets such as SNAP benefits and unem-
ployment insurance, programs that 
many American families rely on to 
make ends meet. This budget also pro-
tects and strengthens Medicare and 
Medicaid without cutting benefits for 
our seniors. It is a budget I stand by 
because it is right for the country, for 
working families, for seniors, and for 
our future. 

f 

SAVE THE AMERICAN WORKERS 

(Mr. COLLINS of New York asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. COLLINS of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I come to the House floor 
today to express my support for the 
Save American Workers Act. This leg-
islation will repeal ObamaCare’s defini-
tion of full-time employment as 30 
hours a week. 

Every American knows that full time 
is 40 hours a week, so it is time to re-
verse this ill-advised provision of 
ObamaCare. Redefining full time as 40 
hours a week will have a big impact. 
Constituents like Colden Repka of At-
tica, New York, and Richard Markel of 
Clarence, New York, have shared with 
me their stories of lost wages and lost 
hours due to this provision of 
ObamaCare. Testimony at the Small 
Business hearing I chaired on this mat-
ter was clear—the 30-hour definition of 
full time must be revised. 

ObamaCare is turning our Nation 
into a part-time economy. It discour-
ages economic growth and results in 
the erosion of our Nation’s middle 
class. The Save American Workers Act 
will do just what the title says. It will 
put hardworking Americans back 
where they want to be—working and 
supporting their families. 

f 

SUPPORTING THE SAVE AMERICAN 
WORKERS ACT 

(Mr. MARCHANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MARCHANT. Madam Speaker, 
most people agree that a 40-hour work-
week is considered the average for a 
full-time American worker. However, 
ObamaCare defines full-time employ-
ment as being only 30 hours a week. 
The legislation before us will restore 
the commonly held 40-hour workweek 
standard. 

Unless we take action, many busi-
nesses in my district will reduce the 
hours of their employees or will be un-
able to hire new workers. This will 
hurt many hardworking Americans 
who want to work more to provide for 
their families but who will not be able 
to do so because of the changes in 
ObamaCare. 

Washington should not place barriers 
in front of job creation. Washington 
should not discourage people from 
working more to provide for their fami-
lies or to further their careers. We can 
change this. I urge all of my colleagues 
to join me today in supporting the 
Save American Workers Act. 

f 

BUTLER GIRLS’ BASKETBALL 
TEAM 

(Mr. YARMUTH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. YARMUTH. Madam Speaker, 
there is only one way to finish a season 
on a 20-game winning streak, and Lou-
isville’s Butler High School Bearettes 
girls’ basketball team just did it, tak-
ing the Kentucky State championship 
and cementing the school’s legacy as a 
powerhouse in our Commonwealth. 

With a deep 10-player rotation that 
had perfected its stifling press by tour-
nament time, the Bearettes used defen-
sive pressure to drive their offense, 
romping through the Sweet 16 on the 
play of outstanding underclassmen and 
the steadying hand of senior Danielle 
Lawrence. In the championship game, 
the second-ranked Bearettes shut down 
top-ranked Elizabethtown High School, 
relentlessly dismantling the E-town of-
fense and holding their opponent score-
less in the final 5 minutes and 27 sec-
onds. 

A great defense wins championships, 
the saying goes, but it also helps create 
unbreakable bonds among teammates. 
This team truly functioned as a unit, 
both on and off the court, maintaining 
a cumulative 3.7 GPA in the classroom 
while taking the Louisville Invita-
tional Tournament championship ear-
lier this year and adding the school’s 
fourth State title last month. 

Madam Speaker, I am proud to con-
gratulate Coach Larry Just and the 
Butler High School girls’ basketball 
team on an amazing championship sea-
son. 

Go, Bearettes. 
f 

THE RYAN BUDGET HAS THE 
WRONG PRIORITIES 

(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KILDEE. Madam Speaker, we are 
at that time of the year when we are 
dealing with another set of budget de-
cisions. A budget is supposed to be a 
demonstration of this Congress’ and 
our Nation’s values and priorities, a 
plan that helps lift people up and en-
sure that everyone, if you play by the 
rules, has got a fair shot at success. 

But budgets require tough choices. 
The Ryan budget, which passed out of 

committee yesterday, unfortunately 
chooses to make things more difficult 
for hardworking middle class Ameri-
cans in order to subsidize big tax 
breaks to big oil companies, to multi-
national corporations, and to the 
wealthiest Americans. 

Yesterday, I introduced a very simple 
amendment to the Ryan budget in the 
Budget Committee, one that would 
simply say this: if you make more than 
$1 million, which is a very small per-
centage—97 percent of small business 
owners make less than that—you pay 
your fair share. Warren Buffett fa-
mously observed that he pays a lower 
tax rate than his own secretary. My 
amendment would have said, if you 
make over $1 million, you pay at least 
30 percent. Unfortunately, that amend-
ment failed on a party-line vote. 

I hope we have an opportunity to 
offer that amendment here on the 
floor, and I urge my colleagues, if they 
have the chance to do so, to support 
that. 

f 

IN MEMORY OF CARLTON MOORE 
(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, the day before yesterday, I 
lost a dear friend. Carlton Moore was a 
former city commissioner and presi-
dent of the NAACP. To his mother, 
Ada, and family, I offer my heartfelt 
condolences. 

I had the good fortune of witnessing 
Carlton’s entire career. He served with 
distinction in our community, and he 
was a businessman par excellence. He 
was a visionary, and fortunately, many 
of the things that were his concepts did 
come to fruition. 

My community, Florida, and this Na-
tion have lost a warrior for truth and 
justice. 

f 

KATYN MASSACRE REMEMBRANCE 
(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to mark the Katyn Annual Re-
membrance at the National Katyn Me-
morial in Baltimore, Maryland. 

This Sunday, April 6, Polish Ameri-
cans and other liberty lovers will gath-
er at the National Katyn Memorial 
after a remembrance Mass is said at 
the Holy Rosary Church in honor of the 
victims of the Katyn massacre. 

In 1940, the Soviet secret police were 
directed by dictator Joseph Stalin to 
systematically murder over 22,000 of 
Poland’s most important leaders, in-
cluding military officers, religious 
leaders, educators, and intellectuals, in 
and around the Katyn Forest in Russia. 

In 1951, a U.S. House of Representa-
tives select committee was tasked with 
conducting an investigation into the 
Katyn genocide, and it concluded that 
the Soviets were responsible for this 
mass murder. 

In 2010, after decades of denial and 
despite protests from its Communist 
members, the Russian Parliament ap-
proved a statement that ultimately ac-
knowledged Stalin’s complete responsi-
bility in perpetrating these heinous 
crimes. 
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While we honor the memory of the 

Polish victims of Katyn at this time 
every year, it is especially important 
this year as Eastern Europe, Crimea, 
and Ukraine once again face the illegal 
aggression of their territorial sov-
ereignty from Russia and its leader. 

Let the world of nations continue to 
work in conjunction with the Polish 
government and with victims’ families 
to uncover the complete truth of what 
happened at the Katyn Forest and 
nearby killing fields. Our world holds a 
moral obligation to honor the victims 
and to reveal the whole truth to en-
lighten future generations. 

Madam Speaker, history must record 
fully these mass crimes against hu-
manity, and it must heal the fissures of 
tyranny to prevent such grave atroc-
ities into the future. 

f 

SAVE AMERICAN WORKERS ACT 

(Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, at a time when our economy 
is sluggish and job creation is stag-
nant, the last thing American workers 
can afford are reduced hours. Yet, be-
cause of the redefined 30-hour full-time 
employee definition in ObamaCare, 
that is exactly what many Americans 
are facing. 

In addition to higher premiums and 
canceled coverage, millions of Ameri-
cans are at risk of losing hours. Many 
of them are women, young moms and 
dads, and those working hard to sup-
port their families and to make ends 
meet. Now they are paying the price 
for the President’s broken health care 
law. 

The Save American Workers Act will 
help them. It will restore the 40-hour 
workweek. It will help Americans bring 
home their paychecks, and it will pro-
vide relief to those who need it most. 

f 

SAVE AMERICAN WORKERS ACT 
OF 2014 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
FOXX). Pursuant to clause 1(c) of rule 
XIX, further consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 2575) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the 30-hour 
threshold for classification as a full- 
time employee for purposes of the em-
ployer mandate in the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act and re-
place it with 40 hours, will now resume. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. When 

proceedings were postponed on Wednes-
day, April 2, 2014, 1 hour and 46 minutes 
of debate remained on the bill, as 
amended. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
YOUNG) has 541⁄2 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) has 511⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Without objection, the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. GRIFFIN) will con-
trol the time of the gentleman from In-
diana, and the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. LEVIN) will control the time 
of the gentleman from New York. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 2575, 
the Save American Workers Act. This 
Act would restore the traditional 40- 
hour definition of a full-time job. 

Washington may think that it knows 
best, but that is simply not true. This 
provision in ObamaCare is a perfect ex-
ample of how the law hurts the very 
people it was intended to help. In Ar-
kansas, we try to apply a little com-
mon sense. We all know 30 hours isn’t 
full time, but that is what ObamaCare 
says, and no one seems to know why. 
We had a hearing in the Ways and 
Means Committee, and many of those 
who testified were puzzled as to why 30 
hours was chosen. Even in France, a 
full-time job is 35 hours a week. Be-
cause of ObamaCare’s mandates and 
taxes, employers are cutting workers’ 
hours and are replacing full-time folks 
with part-time folks. This is real. We 
have seen this in Arkansas. 

Let me give you some examples: 
Arkansas State University reduced 

some workers to a maximum of 29 
hours per week. The Area Agency on 
Aging of Western Arkansas cut hours 
for hundreds of home health aides and 
drivers to 28 hours per week. Pulaski 
Technical College limited hours for ad-
junct faculty, directly impacting stu-
dents’ education choices. 

b 1230 

Just yesterday, I received a letter 
from the Arkansas Hospitality Associa-
tion. They say ObamaCare’s 30-hour 
rule will hurt roughly 100,000 hospi-
tality workers. 

These are folks who are working 
hard, playing by the rules, and trying 
to make it. All they want is a fair shot 
at success. That is what they deserve, 
but ObamaCare has taken that away. 

According to research by the Hoover 
Institution, this ObamaCare rule puts 
2.6 million workers making under 
$30,000 a year at risk. Almost 90 percent 
of these workers do not have college 
degrees. Over 60 percent of them are 
women. These are good, hardworking 
Americans, but they may lose their 
hours or even their jobs thanks to 
ObamaCare. 

Wasn’t this law supposed to help peo-
ple get health insurance? But what are 
they getting? They are getting no in-
surance and less pay. Incredible. 

I want to thank my colleague and 
good friend, Mr. YOUNG, for introducing 
this important bill, and I urge my col-
leagues to support this bipartisan solu-
tion that will help people keep their 
jobs and higher wages. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The gentleman who has just spoken 
has it backwards. What would hurt 
American workers is not the Affordable 
Care Act. Millions have signed up to be 
covered. What would hurt American 
workers is this bill. 

I said yesterday—and no one has re-
futed it—this bill would mean that 1 
million people, according to CBO, 
would lose their employer-based health 
insurance. By definition, these are peo-
ple who are working. They would lose 
their employer-based health insurance. 
That is what CBO has estimated, and 
no one has refuted it. 

It would increase the number, ac-
cording to CBO, of uninsured by half a 
million. No one has refuted this. 

CBO also says that it would add $74 
billion to the deficit—again, this is 
CBO—and no one on the Republican 
side has refuted this. 

This would put five times more peo-
ple at risk of adverse effects than 
would be true under any other cir-
cumstance. 

So, essentially, you have a bill that 
would cost 1 million people their em-
ployer-based health insurance, would 
increase the number of uninsured by 
about half a million, and would add $74 
billion to the deficit. 

Instead of talking about unemploy-
ment insurance, instead of talking 
about minimum wage, instead of talk-
ing about immigration legislation, we 
have a bill up today that would have 
these adverse consequences. 

We would be passing a bill that will 
never go anywhere in the Senate, and 
because we aren’t acting on these other 
measures, they are spreading out de-
bate on this bill for 2 days. When it 
leaves here, it goes nowhere. It will be 
vetoed by the President, if it ever 
passed the Senate, which it never will. 

So this is worse than an exercise in 
futility. This is an exercise in doing 
harm, when ACA is bringing benefits to 
millions and millions of people. It is 
deeply unfortunate. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the remainder of my time 
be controlled by the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN). 

Mr. MULLIN. I would like to thank 
my colleague from Arkansas for bring-
ing this to the people’s attention. 

Madam Speaker, it is almost funny. 
The President wants to take something 
that is the heartbeat of America—and 
that is our work ethic—and redefine it 
by saying that 30 hours is considered 
full time now. What are we teaching 
the generations that are coming behind 
us if we say you can work less and still 
be considered full time? 

The backbone of this country was 
created by entrepreneurs and individ-
uals that got up and worked hard, 
worked long hours, and they did what 
it took to be successful. 
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Now, this President has given the 

generation coming behind us, which is 
my five kids, and redefining what is 
called full time by saying it is okay to 
work 30 hours because it is convenient 
to a piece of legislation that is bank-
rupting this country called 
ObamaCare. 

Now, what is it that we are really 
trying to teach this generation? Are we 
trying to teach this generation that 
staying home and working fewer hours 
is okay? 

My colleagues on the opposite side 
stood up and said that it is good for 
people to work less hours because they 
can spend more time at home, but yet 
the people this is going to affect want 
to work more. They are trying to pull 
themselves out of the situations they 
are in. 

My goal as a father is to teach my 
kids the value of work. We want to 
make sure our kids get a great edu-
cation. I get that. But what is an edu-
cation without a work ethic? 

And yet this administration, the one 
that is trying to say they are going to 
protect the youth, is making excuses 
and excuses and excuses for them to sit 
home and be okay with 30 hours a 
week. 

Being okay isn’t what drove this 
country to be the greatest country in 
the world. We are better than okay. We 
are above being okay. We are the best, 
and it is because of our work ethic. 
This shouldn’t be used as a political 
ploy by this President. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, on a rainy Sep-
tember day in 2008, a constituent of 
mine named Ingrid was badly injured 
after a terrible fall in her home. She 
was rushed to the emergency room, 
where she was cared for and her life 
was spared, yet Ingrid came out of that 
experience stuck with a $23,000 hospital 
bill because she couldn’t afford to have 
health insurance. A few months later, 
Ingrid was forced to sell her home to 
pay off that enormous hospital bill. 

Today, on a rainy day in April of 
2014, there is a different story to tell. It 
is a rainy day in Seattle, not here. It is 
the story of the Affordable Care Act, 
the story of 7.1 million mothers and 
sons, fathers and daughters, who have a 
newfound sense of health security and 
peace of mind. 

That is 7.1 million honest, hard-
working Americans, in addition to the 
2 million young adults who are pro-
tected by staying on their parents’ 
plan, in addition to the millions more 
who are now covered through the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program and 
Medicaid expansion. One of them is In-
grid. 

Ingrid’s life is vastly different now 
from what it was in 2008. She still is 
one of the hardest working people her 
friends and neighbors have ever met. 
She still loves the outdoors and drives 

a pickup truck, but today, she is 
happy, healthy, and covered because of 
the ACA. 

So as this Chamber, for the 52nd 
time, considers a radical and extremist 
Republican bill to kill the Affordable 
Care Act, I stand with millions of peo-
ple who have been covered because of 
the ACA and the millions who still 
need health security. I stand in opposi-
tion to the idea that this Nation is in-
capable of guaranteeing health secu-
rity for all its citizens. 

Republicans have no plan to cover 
the American people. Speaker BOEHNER 
earlier this week would not commit to 
releasing a Republican plan until after 
the election. How transparent can you 
be? Proof that this is political. 

So the introduction of this bill is 
simply surrender in the face of the 
health care crisis in America. How else 
can you explain the Republicans’ intro-
duction of a bill that cancels the 
health insurance policies of 1 million 
Americans? That sounds like surrender 
to me. 

How else can you explain a bill that 
raises the deficit by $75 billion? More 
surrender. 

How else can you explain a bill that 
puts five times the number of Amer-
ican workers at risk of losing hours at 
work? How else do you explain a bill 
that does anything but dare employers 
to slash work hours for workers in 
order to avoid the responsibility to 
offer health insurance coverage? 

How can they say this bill solves a 
problem of employers cutting hours 
and refusing benefits when it really 
only makes it worse? 

It is unconditional surrender by the 
Republicans, pure and simple, to force 
yet another vote on a bill that has no 
chance of becoming law. There isn’t 
one chance in a million. 

One thing I learned in medicine was 
you never say never, but this is one 
time I can say it. It will never, ever 
pass the Congress. It is a bill crafted 
purely to appeal to the Koch brothers 
and the producers of FOX News, rather 
than forged to protect honest Ameri-
cans like Ingrid. 

The latest Republican bill also denies 
a confirmed truth; the ACA is suc-
ceeding in its primary mission to ex-
pand access to quality health care for 
each and every American. 

So make no mistake. I have got news 
for you. The ACA is not going away. It 
is not going away. It is here to stay. 

The mission before the Congress now 
should be—in fact, must be—to move 
forward to further implement the ACA 
and to improve the law, where needed. 

I talked to Bill Frist about a year 
ago, former Republican leader of the 
Senate. He said: Don’t repeal; fix. 

That is what we ought to be about 
doing—but we are not doing that—in 
order to guarantee not just access for 
each and every American, but to lower 
health care costs across the board; yet 
this rather perverse bill raises health 
care costs for everyone by increasing 
the number of uninsured. That is sur-
render, pure and simple surrender. 

It is surrendering to an idea that our 
Nation is no longer capable of accom-
plishing great things and surrendering 
to the idea that America, the richest 
and the most advanced country on the 
Earth, can’t guarantee that its citizens 
won’t lose their homes when they get 
sick. That is what you are admitting 
by this bill. 

You are saying they have to choose 
between food on the breakfast table in-
stead of medicine on their bedside 
table. That, in my view, is a situation 
that has no explanation, other than the 
fact that you have surrendered. You 
have given up the idea that America 
can take care of its own people. 

It was a choice that Ingrid once had 
to make, but she will never have to 
make again. That is what is true about 
the ACA. She has health care coverage. 
That is what is right about the ACA, 
and this bill under consideration, H.R. 
2575, has nothing to do with what is ei-
ther true or right. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no,’’ 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I think it is instruc-
tive to think about what this bill does 
in the context of the ACA. 

ObamaCare defines full time as 30 
hours. That doesn’t surprise me coming 
from this administration; but we all 
know that just because Washington 
says it is so, doesn’t make it so. 

b 1245 

Thirty hours isn’t full time. When we 
asked some experts who testified in 
Ways and Means, they had no idea 
where the 30 hours came from. They 
surmised that people were sitting 
around at the White House and just 
said 30 is a good number. They could 
have said 20. How about 10? How about 
1 hour a week is full time? 

If we tried to change it, and it was 1 
hour, of course people that had insur-
ance would have their situation 
changed. But this is about what is full 
time and what isn’t. 

The French consider 35 hours full 
time. Can we not at least agree that in 
this country 40 hours used to be full 
time? 

That is the issue. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 

my good friend from Illinois (Mr. ROD-
NEY DAVIS). 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, we are here yet again 
talking about another failed aspect of 
ObamaCare. It is simply unacceptable 
that a law meant to improve our 
health care system has not only failed 
to do that, it has actually become a job 
killer for this country. 

The need to change the 30-hour work-
week is personal. 

My dad started out working at a 
local McDonald’s as an hourly em-
ployee and eventually worked his way 
up to become a franchise owner. Not 
only did my dad teach me that anyone 
could achieve the American Dream if 
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they just worked hard enough, but he 
also taught me that policies, policies 
passed right here in this Chamber, have 
real-life consequences. 

If this provision is not fixed, workers 
are going to see fewer hours, which 
means they are going to see smaller 
paychecks. Studies show that there 
could be upwards of 2 million less full- 
time workers by 2017 and the potential 
to short workers out of $75 billion in 
wages. 

Supporters of ObamaCare want the 
American people to believe that we are 
just wasting our time talking about 
changing ObamaCare and that we 
should just simply move on. I want 
folks in the 13th District of Illinois to 
know I will not move on. I will not quit 
talking about the complete failure of 
ObamaCare, and I will continue to ad-
vocate for commonsense fixes to this 
disastrous bill which will protect hard-
working Americans in my district. 

I also want to point out, you are 
going to hear a lot of discussion from 
the other side of the aisle that this will 
take hardworking Americans off of em-
ployer-based insurance. I want to re-
mind my colleagues that the architect 
of ObamaCare, Zeke Emanuel, it was 
reported just a few weeks ago that he 
expected that the private insurance- 
based health care system, coverage sys-
tem, would be gone by the year 2025. 
Well, that means the employer-based 
health care system will be gone by the 
year 2025. 

He also said he expects 1,000 hospitals 
to close. I ask my colleagues, which 
hospitals, especially those like in my 
small town of Taylorville, Illinois, 
which is our largest employer? Which 
hospitals will close? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN). 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
last night in the House Budget Com-
mittee, we had a big debate, and at the 
end of the debate, we voted on the 
House Republican budget. 

During that debate, there was a lot of 
talk about how we can reduce our long- 
term deficits. Our Republican col-
leagues in their budget said they didn’t 
want to close one special interest tax 
break to help reduce our long-term def-
icit. They would rather cut the budget 
that helps provide for our kids’ edu-
cation. They wanted to reopen, in their 
budget, the doughnut hole so seniors 
with high prescription drug costs will 
pay $1,200 more per year. 

So they were willing to do all that, 
but they wouldn’t close a single tax 
loophole. But they said they cared 
about reducing the deficit. Now, lo and 
behold, we have a bill on the floor of 
the House that, in one fell swoop, if it 
is voted on, will increase the deficit by 
$74 billion. 

Republicans have a rule that they 
put into the rules of the House that 
says you can’t do that. You shouldn’t 
be increasing the deficit. There should 
be some offset. You should cut some-
where else. We think you should also 

be able to cut some tax expenditures 
for very special interests. But the idea 
is that we shouldn’t be doing things 
that increase the deficit. But those 
rules were waived for this, a little spe-
cial wand in the Rules Committee: we 
are not going to abide by the rules, and 
so $79 billion increase to the deficit. 

Now, here is the really interesting 
thing. We had a debate last night in 
the Budget Committee about the Af-
fordable Care Act. We made the point 
that the Republican claim that their 
budget is balanced in year 10 is totally 
inconsistent with the claim that they 
want to get rid of the Affordable Care 
Act, and here is why: 

In the Republican budget—and we all 
hope it will come to the floor next 
Thursday. In the Republican budget, 
they get rid of all the benefits for peo-
ple in the Affordable Care Act. Right? 
They get rid of the tax credits that 
help more Americans purchase insur-
ance. They get rid of the provision that 
says you can keep your child on your 
insurance policy until age 26. They get 
rid of that. But you keep very impor-
tant parts of the Affordable Care Act. 
You keep all the revenues, $1 trillion in 
revenues. And you know what else you 
keep? You keep all the Medicare sav-
ings. In fact, you have $2 trillion em-
bedded in the Affordable Care Act in 
your budget from the Affordable Care 
Act. 

Today is the smoking gun, because if 
you pass this bill, the budget that was 
claimed to be balanced yesterday in 
the Budget Committee is no longer in 
balance. You know why? You claimed 
that in year 10, under your budget, in 
year 10, that you would have a surplus 
of $5 billion. But that’s not true, be-
cause you can’t at the same time claim 
with a straight face that you are get-
ting rid of the Affordable Care Act be-
cause the Affordable Care Act provides, 
as I said, $2 trillion in your own budg-
et. 

In that year 10, when you pass this, 
$9 billion disappears from the Treasury 
in year 10. So today, by your own ac-
counting, the budget that Republicans 
claimed to be balanced last night in 
the Budget Committee today will al-
ready be unbalanced, and that is just 
getting rid of a little piece of the Af-
fordable Care Act. If you get rid of all 
of it, then you get rid of all the reve-
nues that are in your budget, and you 
get rid of the savings in your budget, 
and your budget will not possibly bal-
ance. 

So, Madam Speaker, it is a fraud to 
claim that the Republican budget bal-
ances and, at the same time, for Repub-
licans to say they are in favor of get-
ting rid of all of the Affordable Care 
Act. Both things cannot be true at the 
same time. 

So either Republicans level with the 
American people that their budget is 
not in balance—and starting today, it 
won’t be, by their own terms—or they 
acknowledge to the American people 
that they have gotten rid of all the 
good stuff in the Affordable Care Act, 

the stuff that helps people afford 
health care, but they kept all the sav-
ings. 

So the moment of truth is today. The 
smoking gun is today. We had this big 
debate. I hope the Budget Committee 
members on the Republican side will 
come down here and fess up. 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING). 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and, 
also, Mr. YOUNG for his authorship of 
this bill. 

It changed dramatically what I had 
to say when I came down here when I 
heard that the Republican endeavor to 
reestablish the 40-hour workweek, 
which is a practical thing that is good 
for people, is a fraud. A fraud? People 
that have been the advocates for 
ObamaCare are using the word 
‘‘fraud’’? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Will the gen-
tleman yield, because that is not what 
I said was the fraud. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. No, I won’t yield. 
I heard what the gentleman had to say. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland will suspend. 
The gentleman from Iowa will suspend. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 

I ask for a point of order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Maryland may state his 
point of order. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
what recourse, if any, do I have when 
the gentleman misstated my point to-
tally? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will not provide an advisory 
opinion. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Well, if the gen-
tleman would yield, we could clarify it, 
but apparently he won’t. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has not yielded. 

The gentleman from Iowa is recog-
nized. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 
may I inquire as to how much time I 
might have? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Iowa has 1 minute and 25 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 
the gentleman used the term ‘‘fraud.’’ 

It is ironic that ObamaCare itself has 
been so misrepresented to the Amer-
ican people that, for the top three 
things that were stated by those who 
advocated for ObamaCare—if you like 
your policy, you can keep it; if you like 
your doctor, you can keep your doctor, 
and, by the way, we are going to save 
these families $2,500 a year. There is 
not a single family in America that 
that promise has been kept for, and yet 
I hear the word ‘‘fraud’’ from the other 
side of the aisle. 

It is not very far down to Mount 
Vernon where, at least by legend, it is 
alleged that George Washington was 
asked who chopped down the cherry 
tree. He said: I cannot tell a lie. I 
chopped down the cherry tree. 
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Well, calling the Affordable Care Act 

the ‘‘Affordable Care Act’’ is not true. 
George Washington could not utter 
these words. He might be able to say 
the ‘‘Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act,’’ because that is technically 
the name for it, but to utter those 
words and try to tell the American peo-
ple it is affordable by anybody is not 
true, and I don’t think George Wash-
ington could state that. 

So we are watching here as people 
have jobs where they get paid over-
time, 56 hours a week, 45 hours a week. 
They are getting paid time-and-a-half 
over 40 hours because that is the stand-
ard workweek, and now we see 
ObamaCare dropped it down to 30. 

Employers did the rational thing, 
and we are hearing that that gap be-
tween 30 and 40 cancels insurance poli-
cies. It doesn’t cancel any insurance 
policies. Instead, it gives people an op-
portunity to work, work longer, earn 
overtime, and for the employers and 
the employees to keep their contract 
with each other. 

I strongly support this bill, H.R. 2575. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 

reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SCHOCK). 

Mr. SCHOCK. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2575, the Save Amer-
ican Workers Act. 

Simply put, this bill just reestab-
lishes what most Americans think is 
full-time work—40 hours. It is what I 
grew up knowing. It was what my par-
ents and grandparents grew up know-
ing. 

Interestingly, we have been talking a 
lot about jobs here in America. The 
President continues to call on Congress 
to pass more jobs legislation. Well, 
let’s look at jobs in his home State, 
where I hail from in Illinois. 

The Illinois Policy Institute, since 
2011, says that Illinois has lost 66,000 
jobs just in retail, food, and beverage 
since 2011. Ironically, that is more job 
loss than job gains—jobs added—in 
every sector in the President’s home 
State. His unemployment in his home 
State in Illinois stands at 8.7 percent, a 
full 2 percentage points higher than the 
national average. And among young 
people and minorities, it is even worse. 
Among African American men, the rate 
of unemployment is 19.6 percent; 
among Hispanics, over 11 percent; and 
among young men and women, young 
people, ambitious people, a whopping 30 
percent rate of unemployment. 

Six years since the economy tanked, 
5 years into the Obama administration, 
4 years after ObamaCare has become 
law, this is what we are left with. 

Now, I recently met with a manufac-
turer in Quincy, Illinois, who had me 
meeting with several hundred of his 
employers—Knapheide Manufacturing, 
people that they like, people who are 
doing a good job, people who are get-
ting paid a fair wage, people who like 
their job, but people whose jobs are 
being cut back by 25 percent because of 

the Affordable Care Act. In true dollars 
and cents, this is about $330 a month 
that they are losing in take-home pay. 
Now, to put this in perspective, every 
time the President gets on Air Force 
One, it costs about 500 times that 
amount for every hour on Air Force 
One. 

I would suggest the best jobs bill that 
Congress can pass is a jobs bill that in-
sures people who have a job and like it 
can keep it, and that is what this jobs 
bill does. 

I urge passage. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

A little history might be helpful 
here. There was a time in this country 
where people worked 60 hours a week, 7 
days a week, 6 days a week. The only 
reason we have a 40-hour week at all 
were labor unions who went out and 
struck and forced the process to get a 
40-hour workweek. 
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They also were the ones who created 
the health care system in this country 
after the Second World War. People 
didn’t have health insurance prior to 
that. When the President said, we can’t 
have an increase in wages, that we 
can’t have an increase in benefits, that 
prices can’t go up, the labor unions 
said, well, let’s have something called 
a benefits package. 

The benefits package that was cre-
ated in the middle forties included 
health care and pensions. It came from 
the union movement. They are the 
ones that stood in the rain and the 
sleet and the snow on the picket lines 
to get these changes. 

Now, we have a law that comes in 
and says, let’s deal with everybody in 
this country, and the judgment of this 
Congress was that an employer had the 
responsibility to provide health insur-
ance for his or her employees if they 
worked 30 hours a week. That was con-
sidered full time. 

It doesn’t change the other laws, the 
labor laws or any of the other things. It 
is for the purpose of this act that em-
ployers must consider their people full 
time if they work 30 hours. 

Now, if employers don’t care, if they 
say, well, let me figure out how I can 
cheat my people out of any benefits, I 
am going to drop them down to 29 
hours—well, you know, there are peo-
ple like that. But the law says, if do 
you that, then you have to pay a pen-
alty for everybody you didn’t cover. 

So we tried in every way possible to 
make it possible to give people flexi-
bility. But this law will not work, ac-
cording to the American Enterprise In-
stitute, without a mandate that every-
body be covered. 

We are not changing the labor law. 
We are not changing overtime rules. 
We are not changing any of that stuff. 
We are saying, for the purpose of this 
law, an employer must cover anybody 
who works 30 hours. And if they don’t 
care about their employees, if they run 

a restaurant, and they don’t want their 
employees to be healthy, knock them 
all down to 29 hours, and let them 
come in sick. Then you have got a res-
taurant where you are going to eat 
lunch, and the employees haven’t been 
able to see a doctor. That is what you 
are asking for. 

We are saying everybody in this 
country ought to have health insur-
ance, and they ought to have the ac-
cess to go to a doctor when they need 
it. So this business about we are some-
how destroying the work ethic in this 
country and all that kind of nonsense 
is simply nonsense. That is not what 
this is about. This is about another 
way to destroy the act. And you know 
it. We know it. And the world should 
understand that this is the 52nd at-
tempt to repeal the law, to undermine 
it so it will not work. I urge people to 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT). 

Mr. DENT. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation 
today, the Save American Workers 
Act. 

Let’s face it. The health care law has 
redefined what it means to be a full- 
time worker in this country. Notwith-
standing the comments of my col-
league from Washington, I must dis-
agree with what he has been saying 
about it. 

This bill does not in any way repeal 
the health care law. What it does do, it 
amends the law. It does not end it. 
Many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have said, ‘‘Amend it; 
don’t end it.’’ This amends it. Let’s be 
very clear about that. 

In my district, let me tell you who is 
affected by this. Cafeteria workers who 
work in school districts, like East 
Penn School District or the Southern 
Lehigh School District, they are get-
ting their hours reduced below 30. 

I have a major national employer 
who just opened a major distribution 
facility in my district with over 500 
employees. They have over 50,000 peo-
ple nationwide. More than half of their 
employees are part time. Many of those 
are being reduced below 30 hours per 
week as a result of this law. 

This is a targeted fix. We know that 
these hourly workers are going to see 
wage reductions up to 25 percent as a 
direct result of the law. There are con-
sequences to this law. 

It is not about some employers want-
ing to cheat their employees, quite 
frankly. It is about many employers 
not being able to afford the people they 
have. If they don’t reduce their hours, 
many will be laid off. They will have no 
wages at all. That is the worst of all 
worlds. But that is a real consequence 
of this particular law. We are all hear-
ing it in our districts. 

And, by the way, we should point out 
one other thing too. The folks who are 
most directly impacted by this par-
ticular provision of the health care law 
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are the young, are women. They are 
the ones who are more likely to be af-
fected by this. There is no question 
about that. And I think we should be 
clear on those who are most directly 
impacted. 

There was a Hoover Institution study 
that pointed that out, that the young, 
women, and those without a college 
education are the most likely to be im-
pacted by the loss of hours, loss of 
wages. That means less money in their 
pockets. 

We are having a debate about the 
minimum wage over in the Senate 
right now. Well, why don’t we talk 
about letting people work, letting 
them work more hours than what this 
law allows them to. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Save American Workers Act. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. HURT). 

Mr. HURT. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and I thank him for his lead-
ership on this important issue. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of the Save American Workers 
Act. This important bill will restore 
the traditional 40-hour definition of 
full-time employment as it relates to 
the President’s health care law. 

Under the Affordable Care Act, the 
30-hour rule has resulted in fewer jobs 
and has reduced working hours for Vir-
ginians and for Americans, putting 2.6 
million workers with a median income 
of under $30,000 at risk of losing their 
jobs and losing their working hours. 

In Virginia’s Fifth District, we have 
heard from many constituents who 
have seen their hours cut due to this 
30-hour rule. When hours are cut and 
wages are cut, the American people 
suffer. I urge my colleagues to support 
this important bill so that America can 
get back to work. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlelady from Kansas (Ms. JENKINS), my 
friend, and I ask unanimous consent 
that she control the remainder of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Madam Speaker, I would like to com-

mend the gentleman from Indiana, 
Congressman YOUNG, for introducing 
this important legislation and Chair-
man CAMP for making it a top priority. 

We have heard from employees and 
employers alike about the negative 
consequences of the employer mandate 
penalty. More specifically, we have 
heard firsthand that defining a full- 
time employee as one who works no 
more than 30 hours per week hurts the 
ability of employers to hire workers 
and grow their businesses, and it hurts 

the efforts of low-wage workers trying 
to enter the middle class. 

Even though the President has uni-
laterally delayed the employer man-
date twice, employers are already re-
acting to the employer mandate by re-
ducing their employee hours. I spoke 
with one business owner in my district 
this week who told me that although 
he will not reduce the hours of current 
employees, he has not hired a single 
employee for more than 30 hours of 
work per week in over a year. Addi-
tionally, he told me that the number of 
his employees working 40 hours per 
week has naturally declined by 25 per-
cent and that he will continue to re-
place these full-time employees with 
part-time employees. 

It is also concerning that the em-
ployer mandate penalty is dispropor-
tionately affecting Americans who can 
least afford it—women, young people, 
and low-wage earners. A study done by 
the Hoover Institution concluded that 
Americans most at risk of having their 
hours reduced are the 2.6 million Amer-
icans who currently work over 30 hours 
but have an income slightly above pov-
erty level. Madam Speaker, 1.64 million 
of these folks are women and another 
1.56 million are young people. 

I am proud to support this legislation 
to restore certainty to our employers 
and opportunity to employees by defin-
ing a full-time workweek as 40 hours. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

SOCIETY FOR HUMAN RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT, 

Alexandria, VA, April 2, 2014. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
Society for Human Resource Management 
(SHRM) and our 275,000 members, I urge you 
to support the ‘‘Save American Workers 
Act’’ (H.R. 2575) when it is brought to the 
House floor for a vote tomorrow, Thursday, 
April 3. Specifically, H.R. 2575 would amend 
the Internal Revenue Code to modify the def-
inition of a full-time employee from 30 hours 
to 40 hours of service per week for purposes 
of the employer mandate, which requires em-
ployers to provide health care coverage for 
their employees under the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act (PPACA). 

As you may know, SHRM is the world’s 
largest HR membership organization devoted 
to human resource management. SHRM 
members implement critical workplace poli-
cies every day. To that end, employers are 
encountering difficulties implementing the 
new PPACA requirements. Specifically, de-
fining ‘‘full-time’’ as an employee working 30 
hours a week is inconsistent with standard 
employment practices and benefits coverage 
requirements in the U.S. and conflicts with 
other federal laws. Some employers have 
opted to eliminate health care coverage for 
part-time employees, while others have re- 
engineered their staffing models to reduce 
employee work hours below the 30–hour 
threshold that triggers the coverage require-
ments. According to a recent CBO report, the 
U.S. economy will have the equivalent of 2.3 
million fewer full-time workers by 2021 as a 
result of the PPACA—nearly three times 
previous estimates. The Save American 
Workers Act restores a common under-
standing in America, spanning over half a 
century, of what constitutes full-time work. 

SHRM and its members believe that effec-
tive health care reform should expand access 

to coverage, while not inhibiting or altering 
employer business models. The PPACA’s def-
inition of full-time as 30 hours of service per 
week severely restricts an employer’s flexi-
bility to offer a benefits package that best 
meets the needs of their employees. 

I strongly urge you and your colleagues in 
the House of Representatives to vote in favor 
of the Save American Workers Act. If you 
have any additional questions about how 
amending the definition of a full-time em-
ployee would impact workplace operations 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
MIKE AITKEN, 

Vice President of Government Affairs. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I understand my 
friend and colleague from Maryland 
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN) was on the floor 
talking about the disingenuous ap-
proach here and the discontinuity be-
tween what we are talking about today 
and what we did yesterday in the Budg-
et Committee. 

It is an unusual approach to public 
policy. Where there is a claim that 
they are, under their budget, if they 
are able to enact it, going to com-
pletely eliminate the Affordable Care 
Act, but they are going to keep all of 
the taxes, and they are going to keep 
the adjustment to the Medicare Advan-
tage Program that was such a focal 
point in their campaign attacks last 
year. It was bad when Democrats did it 
with the Affordable Care Act, but they 
are going to keep all of those changes. 

Last week, we had, by a legislative 
sleight of hand, a short-term fix for the 
sustainable growth rate. Now, that is 
the adjustment that is made on an on-
going basis on physician reimburse-
ment under Medicare that has gotten 
wildly out of whack. It was something 
that I voted against when it was first 
enacted. It is an annual charade that 
goes on here, where we force people in 
the medical space to come to Wash-
ington, D.C., to plead against draco-
nian cuts. 

We actually had been working in the 
Ways and Means Committee and the 
Commerce Committee on a bipartisan 
approach that would actually solve 
this problem permanently. Then last 
week, we had an approach that was ad-
vanced on the floor of the House by our 
friends from the majority side that 
turned its back on the carefully nego-
tiated bipartisan solution that we were 
close to being able to move forward and 
patched together another 1-year exten-
sion that was going to continue this 
abuse of people in the medical space, 
having the threat of dramatic cuts 
hanging over them. 

And what happened? We had a vig-
orous debate on the floor of the House, 
where it was pretty clear that this was 
not going to pass, where we had the 
medical association and a number of 
medical professions just opposed to the 
so-called ‘‘doc fix’’ because of the way 
that it was being done, because of the 
short-term expedience, because cherry- 
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picking items that were going to make 
a long-term solution even harder and 
subject them to that same treatment. 

It was clear to a number of us that it 
was very questionable whether that 
would pass. It looked like there would 
be enough votes to defeat it on the sus-
pension calendar, which would require 
two-thirds of us to vote in favor of it 
and is reserved for noncontroversial 
issues, but this certainly no longer was 
noncontroversial. 

And what happened? The Republican 
leadership put somebody in the Chair. 
They went ahead and effectively or-
chestrated a voice vote that nobody 
knew was coming. I know that there 
are Republicans that were outraged 
about that treatment. 

And now, what are we looking at 
today? We are looking at another effort 
to undermine the Affordable Care Act. 
We have people talking about problems 
with changing the definition of ‘‘part- 
time employment,’’ of people having 
their working conditions changed for 
something that—excuse me—is not 
going to be enforced for larger firms 
until 2016 and for smaller firms until 
2017. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield an addi-
tional 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Oregon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. So they are con-
juring up a problem here that—maybe 
people will use it as an excuse for 
things that they want to do. But no-
body is forced to do this at this point. 
It is not going to take effect for years. 

Their proposed solution to probably a 
nonexistent problem is to blow another 
hole in the budget of over $70 billion. 
And, oh, this isn’t paid for. It was a re-
quirement to pay for the doc fix. But 
this little maneuver, $70 billion worth, 
isn’t paid for. 
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The hypocrisy and the double-dealing 
here really frustrates me more than I 
can explain. If we would be able to deal 
with things in a straightforward fash-
ion, let people know what they are vot-
ing on, and try and solve real problems 
rather than trying to undermine the 
Affordable Care Act, we would all be a 
lot better off. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK), my 
friend and colleague on the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to say thank you to my col-
league from Kansas for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, ObamaCare’s arbi-
trary 30-hour, full-time workweek puts 
about 2.6 million American workers 
making under $35,000 a year at risk of 
having their hours and wages cut. And 
63 percent of those adversely affected 
by this arbitrary, 30-hour rule are fe-
male workers, according to the Hoover 
Institution. 

It is no wonder that a majority of 
Americans oppose this law—and cer-

tainly no wonder that a majority of 
women oppose it. For all the talk 
about the supposed ‘‘war on women,’’ it 
is ObamaCare that is waging a war 
against female workers. That is why I 
am proud to stand in support of women 
across this country to repeal this arbi-
trary, 30-hour, full-time workweek. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. BECERRA). 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, first the facts—not 
the facts from this side of the aisle, not 
the facts from the other party, but the 
facts that we get from the nonpartisan 
Congressional Budget Office, which is 
in charge of telling all of us—Congress 
and the rest of the country—what does 
legislation that is proposed by Demo-
crats and Republicans actually cost, 
and what will it actually do. They are 
the nonpartisan referee that we are 
supposed to rely on to sort of give us 
the facts without getting into these po-
litical battles. 

What do the folks at the Congres-
sional Budget Office say about this 
bill? One, it will increase the deficit by 
$75 billion; two, around a million 
American workers will lose their 
health insurance coverage that they 
get through their employer today; and 
three, around five times as many work-
ers in America will be at risk of losing 
hours at work as a result of this bill 
should it become law. Okay, so those 
are the facts not from Republicans, not 
from Democrats, but from the non-
partisan CBO. 

So let’s now talk a little bit about 
those facts a bit more, because I think 
a lot of folks are very confused. What 
the heck is going on? We are going to 
lose hours at work? We are going to 
gain? What is going on? Essentially it 
is this. We have got to figure out how 
we make sure that employers who cur-
rently offer health insurance to their 
employees don’t say, hey, I don’t want 
to do it anymore, so I am going to stop 
offering it. How can I do that? I can 
make sure I keep my employees em-
ployed for less hours than is required 
by the law. 

This bill says if you have that 
threshold that the number of hours you 
have to work is 30, well, a whole bunch 
of employers are going to say, hey, I 
can game the system if I drop the num-
ber of hours my employee works at the 
job to less than 30. That is true. 

The problem is this. The vast major-
ity of Americans don’t work 31 hours, 
32 hours a week. They work 40. A lot of 
Americans, in fact, work 42, 44. They 
work overtime. So what the Affordable 
Care Act did was made sure that most 
employers who currently offer em-
ployer-covered insurance to their em-
ployees continue to do it because very 
few employers are going to say, I can 
game the system by dropping my 40- 
hour worker to 29 hours. That is 11 
quality hours, unless you were just let-
ting these folks just sit on a couch. 

What happens if you raise the num-
ber of work hours to qualify for the af-

fordable care coverage to 40 hours? 
Well, that is why the CBO says about 1 
million Americans will lose their in-
surance coverage, because if you are 
working a 40-hour workweek, an em-
ployer would say, gosh, it would be 
tough for me to drop you to 29 hours, it 
would be a lot easier to say, I will drop 
you to 391⁄2 hours, in which case I no 
longer have to offer you insurance. 

That is why the Congressional Budg-
et Office said that over 1 million Amer-
icans would lose their health insurance 
coverage and why it would cost about 
$75 billion to do this legislation, be-
cause guess what? If the employers are 
no longer offering you insurance and 
you still have to go to the doctor for 
your child and you can’t afford it any-
more because you don’t have insur-
ance, guess who gets to pay? The folks 
up there in the audience in the gallery 
and those of us here who pay taxes, be-
cause guess what? They will go to the 
emergency room, and now they will use 
the Medicaid program to help cover 
that bill they can no longer afford be-
cause the employer cut them back a 
little bit. 

If we all really want to make sure 
Americans get to work, then let’s sepa-
rate the myth from the fact. Remem-
ber 4 years ago death panels? If the Af-
fordable Care Act, this new health se-
curity law, takes effect, death panels 
are going to decide if your grand-
mother gets to live. How many death 
panels have you heard that have told 
your family member he or she will 
have to die? Okay, I ask anyone in this 
audience, do you have a doctor? Do you 
have insurance? Do you know your doc-
tor? Ask yourself this question: What 
is the name of your government doc-
tor? You have a doctor. Did you know 
your doctor works for the government? 
You are going to say, no, I have known 
my doctor for a long time. He or she 
doesn’t work directly for the govern-
ment. If you believe the myth, yes, 
your doctor does because, remember, 
this was a government takeover of 
health care. It was a myth. 

In fact, this Affordable Care Act’s 
law requires you to use private health 
insurance coverage to get your health 
care through private doctors and pri-
vate hospitals. But what it does is it 
requires you to do it, and it requires 
employers to do it, as well. That is 
what the law did. It didn’t say, you are 
going to go to a government doctor or 
a government hospital. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

So once you separate the facts from 
the myth, it becomes pretty clear what 
we have to do. We have to make sure if 
you are an American we reward you for 
your work. If you are an American and 
you get health insurance through your 
employer, we don’t want your em-
ployer to game the system and put the 
burden on you now. And so what we 
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want is to make it affordable for the 
employee and affordable for the em-
ployer. 

This bill makes it unaffordable for 
the employee moving forward, and it 
makes it, quite honestly, for the em-
ployer, as well, because you are losing 
your good workers. We need to defeat 
this bill and try to make the Afford-
able Care Act work for everyone. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded not to refer to occu-
pants of the gallery. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, at 
this time, I yield 3 minutes to our col-
league from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I thank 
the gentlelady for yielding the time. 

Madam Speaker, helping those with-
out health insurance to get coverage 
certainly is a very noble goal, but the 
method that was used to achieve it 
under ObamaCare has just done so 
much more harm than good. And a 
very vivid example of this is a provi-
sion that you are talking about today 
that requires employers to provide 
health insurance for any employee that 
works 30 hours or more a week. Their 
thinking must have been that more 
part-time workers would receive em-
ployer-sponsored care and that employ-
ers would not change their behavior 
and, simply, they would absorb these 
new costs. 

Well, I guess when you think like the 
government, maybe you would think 
that you are unconcerned about costs 
and you are unconcerned about bal-
ancing your books, and so that think-
ing sort of makes sense. But in the real 
world, it just does not work. Employers 
need to live in the real world. They are 
in business to make money, and they 
have to balance their books. And these 
very onerous provisions of ObamaCare 
make it very, very difficult for them to 
continue with business as usual, to 
comply with the law and to stay in 
business. So employers have been 
forced to cut workers’ hours. 

We also need to look for a moment, 
Madam Speaker, at those who have 
been most negatively impacted by 
ObamaCare and this particular provi-
sion of it. According to a study done by 
the Hoover Institution, the 30-hour 
rule puts 2.6 million workers with a 
median income of under $30,000 a year 
at risk of losing their job or having 
their hours cut. And guess what? 
Eighty-nine percent of the impacted 
workers do not have a college degree, 
59 percent are between the ages of 19 
and 34, and 63 percent of these workers 
that are so negatively impacted are 
women, Madam Speaker. 

So this rule impacts the most vulner-
able in our economy who are just start-
ing to make their way in the world or 
who are working hard to support their 
families. And do you know I didn’t 
need a study to actually tell me that 
because I am hearing it directly each 
and every day from those whom I am 
so proud to serve. 

I will just give you one example—a 
vivid example—of many, many that we 

got, especially women who have con-
tacted my office. This is from a mother 
named Tracy in Macomb County, 
Michigan, who said: 

My daughter who is a single mom and 
struggles to make ends meet has had her 
hours at work cut by over 50 hours a month 
so that her company doesn’t have to provide 
her with health care. So she is now looking 
for a second job, which means less hours for 
her and less time, of course, that she is able 
to spend with her children. 

Madam Speaker, being a single mom 
is tough—it is really tough, and what 
we do here in Washington shouldn’t 
make it tougher. Being a small busi-
ness owner and a job creator is tough. 
Again, what we do here in Washington 
shouldn’t make it tougher. The 40-hour 
workweek has been the bedrock of our 
economy for decades, and workers and 
families have come to depend on it— 
that is, of course, until ObamaCare 
changed the rules. 

It is time for us to correct this mis-
take and repeal this terrible provision. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MILLER), my good 
friend. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to oppose H.R. 
2575. The majority’s obsession with at-
tacking the Affordable Care Act is un-
precedented, and they have never let 
the truth stand in their way. Today’s 
bill is no exception. Let’s call this bill 
for what it really is. It is a big favor to 
millionaires and billionaires at the ex-
pense of working families. 

This legislation is perfect for the 
owners and CEOs of big, low-wage com-
panies like Walmart and McDonald’s. 
It says that you can have your employ-
ees work 30, 35, 39 hours a week with-
out providing one iota of health care 
coverage. That is a great deal for the 
Walton family, which already has a net 
worth of nearly $145 billion—one fam-
ily, $145 billion. And that is a great 
deal for the CEO of McDonald’s, who 
makes $9,200 an hour. 

But it is a terrible deal for America’s 
workers. It means that not a penny of 
the revenues from these hugely profit-
able companies will go toward sup-
porting health insurance for the bulk 
of their workers. All the while those 
employees continue to make as little is 
$7.25 an hour, and it means that the 
American taxpayers will be stuck with 
picking up the tab. 

The Republicans have decided to 
bring this bill to the floor even though 
they have no pay-for, which means 
that this is a very pure form of deficit 
spending. You are incurring $75 billion 
worth of expenses for the taxpayers, 
and you have no way to pay for it. But 
rather than have these companies pro-
vide health insurance to their workers, 
you are willing to add it to the deficit 
of the United States for the next 40 or 
50 years. 

I remember when that party stood 
for deficit reduction. Now it is deficit 

creation. It is deficit creation. So let’s 
get it straight so everyone can under-
stand: The American people will be 
paying $75 billion more so that the 
likes of Walmart don’t have to provide 
their employees with health care. 
Walmart made $16 billion in profits last 
year. Target made $2 billion in profits. 
McDonald’s made more than $5 billion 
in profits. And they can’t afford to pro-
vide hourly employees with health 
care? Give me a break. 

And all of this to solve a problem 
that doesn’t exist. Because let’s be 
clear: there is nothing in the Afford-
able Care Act that forces an employer 
to cut workers’ hours. In fact, the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
stated: 

There is no compelling evidence that part- 
time employment has increased as a result of 
the Affordable Care Act. 

So, to benefit the richest of the rich, 
the Republicans want to pass this bill. 
The very week that we learned that 
more than 10 million people have 
gained coverage under the Affordable 
Care Act, the Republicans want to 
strip a million people of their em-
ployer-based health coverage, tossing 
them into government programs and 
leaving the rest uninsured, and having 
the taxpayers pick up the bill. 

And this is all while the Republicans 
continue to block a minimum-wage in-
crease for these very same workers—a 
minimum-wage increase that Goldman 
Sachs says will give the economy ‘‘a 
bigger than usual’’ boost. But they are 
not going to vote for the minimum- 
wage increase, is what they tell us. So 
what are they going to do instead? 
They are going to continue to stand on 
the throat of the American economy 
because all over this country where we 
have raised the minimum wage in cit-
ies, States, and towns, small businesses 
are hiring. There are more customers 
on Main Street. 
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But they are not going to allow that 
to happen nationwide. Instead, they 
are going to provide $75 billion of new 
deficits for these businesses who pay 
their taxes, for these workers who pay 
their taxes. 

Then they will continue to block un-
employment insurance, another boost 
to the economy. People with unem-
ployment insurance that has run out— 
and if we extend it—they will spend 
that money immediately because they 
have to take care of their families and 
they have to pay their rent, these are 
customers on Main Street; but Repub-
licans are not going to do that. 

Economists left and right tell us one 
of the biggest boosts to the American 
economy is immigration reform, but 
they are not going to do that. They are 
not going to give our economy that 
boost, but they are going to add $75 bil-
lion to the deficit, but they are not 
going to let somebody have food 
stamps for the deficit. 

They are not going to let somebody 
have health care for the deficit, but 
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they are going to reward the big em-
ployers for throwing people off their 
health care rolls. 

This is some plan you have for Amer-
ica. This is some plan you have for 
working families. Clearly, when the 
newspapers and the editorial boards ac-
cuse you of doing nothing in Wash-
ington, they misread you. 

You are doing great harm to the 
budget, you are doing great harm to 
health care, and you are doing great 
harm to these low-income workers; but 
you are doing a great favor for the 
richest of the rich in this country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair and not to others in 
the second person. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO). 

Mrs. CAPITO. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of this com-
monsense proposal to change the Af-
fordable Care Act definition of full- 
time employment back to 40 hours per 
week, where it belongs. 

The 40-hour workweek has been rec-
ognized for decades as the standard for 
full-time employment. Small business 
owners, union leaders, and individual 
workers have recognized that the 
ACA’s definition of full-time employ-
ment risks damaging the traditional 
40-hour workweek and the paychecks 
that those 40 hours bring. 

As we have heard with the Hoover In-
stitution study, the 30-hour rule puts 
2.6 million workers at risk of losing 
their jobs or losing their work hours, 
harming those who can least afford to 
take a pay cut. 

Those workers have a median income 
of $30,000. More than half of them have 
a high school diploma or less, and more 
than half of them are women. In prac-
tice, many of these workers will have 
to find two part-time jobs to equal 
what they were bringing home. 

Balancing two jobs means less time 
with your family, not to mention the 
tremendous stress that folks who will 
have to go in this direction will feel. 

Passing this bill will help create jobs. 
One-half of small businesses recently 
surveyed said they will either cut 
hours for full-time employees or re-
place them with part-time employees. 

We need to make it easier for busi-
nesses to hire full-time employees, not 
harder, but the ACA’s mandate and the 
administration’s repeated delays have 
only created more uncertainty for busi-
nesses and moms throughout this coun-
try. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
helping working families and working 
women and job-creating small busi-
nesses by voting for the Save American 
Workers Act. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time; but 
could you give us an accounting of our 
time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington has 191⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from 
Kansas has 301⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN). 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
I am so appreciative of the opportunity 
for us to be able to come to the floor 
and have this discussion today. I think 
our constituents are just shocked with 
what they see happening because of the 
President’s health care law. They can’t 
believe it. 

They had heard the rhetoric from the 
minority leader that it was going to 
create 4 million jobs. What they have 
found out is that it is costing them 
their jobs. It is costing them wage in-
creases. It is costing them certainty in 
the job market. 

I have to tell you, it really is a war 
on jobs. It is a war on women, and we 
are seeing that because women—63 per-
cent of those affected by the adverse 
impact of the President’s health care 
law are women. 

Let me give you one example of this. 
I was in the grocery store recently. I 
passed a lady with two children in her 
grocery cart, and we chatted, nodded at 
each other. 

The next time around, the next aisle, 
she said: Are you MARSHA BLACKBURN? 
I said: Yes, I am. She asked: Can I tell 
you my story? I said: Absolutely. 

This is her story: She worked in the 
office park where this grocery store 
was located. Her husband is self-em-
ployed. The family’s benefit structure, 
insurance, was through her job, an em-
ployer with just over 50 people. 

Her hours as an office manager and 
assistant were cut to 29 hours a week. 
Her time was cut. Every week impacts 
her, impacts her husband. In one day, 
she lost her insurance, she lost her 
wage increases, and she was forced to 
healthcare.gov. 

Also, what she had to do—she is a 
survivor. She said: I went to the mall, 
and I went to a retailer and got a part- 
time job. She said: Thank goodness I 
have great in-laws. They are going to 
help watch the children. 

Here is what is so sad: She now is 
working two jobs, and she is losing 
time to be with those children as they 
are playing soccer and baseball, as they 
are doing Girl Scouts and Boy Scouts, 
as they are trying to get to church to 
sing in the choir. 

She has had to rely on her in-laws to 
handle those, so that she can work a 
second job to pay for a program that 
she doesn’t want and pay her taxes to 
a government that refuses to live with-
in its means. I support the SAW Act. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague. 

Madam Speaker, throughout this de-
bate, Republicans have been claiming 
that they are champions of working 
people, but that is not the case here. 
This is not the Save American Workers 
Act; it is the Sabotaging American 
Workers Act. 

The Affordable Care Act is based on 
the premise that the large businesses 

can afford to offer health coverage to 
their workers, and they should do the 
responsible thing and offer coverage. 
That is only fair. 

Ninety-six percent of all businesses 
don’t have to offer any of their workers 
coverage under the ACA, but for the 4 
percent of businesses that have the 
means, the law says they need to do 
the right thing by their full-time work-
ers and offer them health coverage. 

Republicans don’t think businesses 
owe their employees anything at all. 
The Family and Medical Leave Act, 
Republicans say: that is not important. 
Equal pay for equal work, Republicans 
say: women don’t deserve that. A fair 
minimum wage, Republicans say: abso-
lutely not. And quality, affordable 
health care, Republicans say: Who 
cares? 

Well, I think bigger businesses should 
do the right thing by their workers, 
and that is what the ACA asks them to 
do. 

So what does this bill that is before 
us today actually do? This bill says big 
businesses could deny health coverage 
to someone working 39 hours a week, 52 
weeks a year. That is not a part-time 
worker. Their employer should provide 
them health coverage. 

Five times more people work around 
40 hours a week than work around 30 
hours a week. That is why this bill will 
throw 1 million Americans off of their 
employer’s health coverage. That is 
why it would result in millions and 
millions of workers seeing their hours 
cut below 40 hours a week. 

What is it—why are Republicans 
claiming people are losing hours right 
and left because of the ACA? But the 
Congressional Budget Office told them 
flatly, ‘‘There is no compelling evi-
dence that part-time labor has in-
creased as a result of the Affordable 
Care Act.’’ 

But I doubt that means much to my 
Republican friends because they do not 
look at the facts. We have added 8.6 
million private sector jobs since the 
law passed, but Republicans simply ig-
nore that. There are fewer part-time 
workers than there were before the law 
passed, but that doesn’t get in the way 
of the Republican talking points. 

Madam Speaker, 7.1 million people 
have enrolled through the exchanges. 
Millions and millions more have signed 
up through Medicaid or directly with 
an insurer, but Republicans still claim 
people don’t want health insurance 
coverage, or they claim the numbers 
are made up. 

The ACA is working. Millions are 
getting coverage for the first time. We 
are adding jobs to the economy. Giving 
big business a green light to drop cov-
erage for their workers is not the way 
to move this country forward. 

Workers have the right to decent 
health care, and businesses should help 
them get it. That is the fair thing, that 
is the right thing, and this bill takes us 
in the total wrong direction. 

So I urge my colleagues, vote ‘‘no.’’ 
This is a very bad bill for America’s 
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workers. Don’t let the Republicans kid 
you otherwise. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina (Mrs. ELLMERS). 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague who is working so 
hard on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee and also as vice chair of our 
conference. 

I rise today in support of the Save 
American Workers Act, an important 
bill that I am proud to say I am a co-
sponsor of as well. Every day, we learn 
more and more of the dangers facing 
millions of Americans due to the Af-
fordable Care Act, or ObamaCare. 

Just last week, in North Carolina, we 
learned that substitute teachers will be 
getting their hours cut and their in-
comes cut because of this irresponsible 
mandate. North Carolina teachers are 
being notified of their cuts, and mil-
lions of hardworking Americans across 
this country will work less and suffer 
more in order to comply with this law. 

In my own district, substitute teach-
ers are facing the same problem. In Lee 
County, an official confirmed to my of-
fice: 

We are cutting the hours of our part-time 
people, our substitute teachers. 

Nationwide, 76 percent of public 
school teachers are women. This is a 
direct assault on women. This so-called 
law is a complete and total assault on 
women. More than half of the work-
force today, of the 72 million women in 
the workforce, are the primary wage 
earners for their family. 

Across this country, women stand to 
lose the most. Sixty-three percent of 
them are women, those who are at risk 
of losing their hours. The facts speak 
for themselves. I encourage my col-
leagues to vote for this bill, another 
changing bill, changing this very bad 
law known as ObamaCare. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Minnesota (Mrs. BACHMANN). 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Kansas 
for sponsoring this extremely impor-
tant time we are taking today. It is so 
important because this is a law, the 
signature piece of the President’s legis-
lative agenda, the ObamaCare act that 
we are dealing with today has impacted 
people’s lives in such a profound way. 

I am reminded of the President of the 
United States who, five days before he 
assumed office, said he was planning to 
fundamentally transform the United 
States of America. 

We didn’t know if that was rhetorical 
flourish or exactly what it would mean. 
It has taken many forms since that 
time, but one thing I didn’t think I 
would ever see in my district on the 
faces of beautiful, innocent people is a 
fundamental transformation. 

But I can tell you very clearly, 
Madam Speaker, that I have seen a 
fundamental transformation in the 
face of a lot of women, women’s faces 

in my district, and it is this: I am see-
ing them, for the first time, not be able 
to look me in the eye. 

There is a loss of dignity. There is a 
sense of shame, and there is an embar-
rassment because there are women, 
Madam Speaker, who had full-time 
jobs who could support their families, 
and now, they don’t have them. 

They have been lost because their 
employer no longer can keep the full- 
time jobs. I have seen women who have 
lost their jobs altogether. I have seen 
women whose hours have been backed 
off to the extent that they can hardly 
afford to pay the gas to go in the car to 
get to work. Life has really changed for 
women in my district. 

This isn’t made up. This is real. That 
is the fundamental transformation, and 
I am sorry to say, Madam Speaker, it 
is not for the better. You see, we all 
hoped that, perhaps once this bill 
passed, that maybe we would be proven 
wrong. Maybe this bill actually would 
help a lot of women in our district. 
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I am not denying that there aren’t a 
few people who have been helped—there 
are some—but what is remarkable is 
the number of men and women who I 
have met who lost health insurance, 
who said to me: Michele, what hap-
pened? The President promised me if I 
liked my plan, I could keep it. Why 
can’t I keep it? They have said to me: 
Michele, I relied on my doctor. 

One woman who called me was sched-
uled for cancer surgery. She was de-
nied. She wasn’t able to go through. 
The hospital canceled it. Then her doc-
tor was changed out from under her 
and she was depressed. She didn’t know 
where she could go. We spent hours on 
the phone to try and help find someone 
who could take care of her. 

Then I got a call, Madam Speaker, 
from a female physician who said: I 
want you to know, in my practice, I 
spend 90 percent of my time speaking 
to my patients, diagnosing them, and 
giving them advice, and now I spend 50 
percent of my time doing that because 
I have to spend 50 percent of my time 
filling out paperwork. 

Madam Speaker, let’s listen to the 
women of this country and fundamen-
tally transform their lives for the bet-
ter. That is why I support H.R. 2575, 
the Save American Workers Act. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Washington State (Mrs. MCMOR-
RIS RODGERS), our honorable chair of 
the Republican Conference. 

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Madam 
Speaker, I want to thank the gentle-
woman from Kansas for her leadership 
on this important issue. 

I rise to join in expressing strong 
support for H.R. 2575, the Save Amer-
ican Workers Act. This is to restore 
the 40-hour workweek and to save jobs. 
All across this country, people con-
tinue to struggle under this economy. 
They see it when they look at their 
paycheck and their take-home pay. 

They see it at the doctor’s office, and 
they see it in the workforce. 

Today, too many hardworking Amer-
icans are feeling the impact of higher 
premiums and higher deductibles. Too 
many people are having their hours 
cut, losing their jobs, and losing their 
health insurance—all because of 
ObamaCare. In fact, CBO recently re-
ported that 2.5 million Americans are 
at risk of having their hours cut be-
cause of this law. These are the very 
people that are often struggling to 
make ends meet, whether it is the 
young people, recent college grads, or 
single moms trying to provide for their 
families. 

The President likes to suggest that 
his policies are helping women, but ac-
tually what is happening is that his 
policies are setting women back. 
Women are being hurt by these poli-
cies. Hundreds of them have already 
lost their jobs in the home health care 
industry. Nearly 2 million people will 
see their hours cut or their jobs lost in 
the service industries. 

You know, for the first time, earlier 
this year with the jobs report, we actu-
ally saw where the health care sector 
lost jobs where women disproportion-
ately are actually employed. Women, 
single moms, young people who work 
late nights at a McDonald’s drive- 
through, bag groceries at the local 
market, or serve as teachers’ aides in 
the classroom will be impacted because 
of this law. 

Women, and all across America, peo-
ple succeed when our economy suc-
ceeds, when jobs are created and you 
can take home more pay. That is the 
definition of good policy. That is what 
this bill actually achieves, and I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds to point out to 
my colleagues that CBO did not say 
people would lose their jobs. They said 
because they have health care, they no 
longer have to stay in the job that they 
have, and they will be able to stay 
home or do something else, and that 
will reduce the number of hours of 
work. They did not say the bill cuts 
them out or knocks them out of work. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY). 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Madam Speaker, I 
am listening to the stories here on the 
floor. I must say I am a little surprised 
at this newfound commitment on the 
other side of the aisle to women. 

So how about raising the minimum 
wage for women? How about joining 
with us in extending unemployment in-
surance for women? How about the fact 
that 7.1 million Americans have en-
rolled in this program you don’t like, 
that you want to call a failure? 7.1 mil-
lion of our fellow Americans beg to dif-
fer, and a lot of them are women. 

It is not true what you are selling 
today on the floor, I would say to my 
friends, Madam Speaker. In fact, 
women will be the biggest beneficiary 
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of ObamaCare, protecting their fami-
lies, protecting their health care, pro-
tecting their reproductive rights, 
which you—I would say to my friends 
on the other side of the aisle, Madam 
Speaker—would deny. Other than that, 
yes, you are protecting women. 

If we are going to be serious about 
this, Madam Speaker, let’s recognize 
the truth. The truth is this ObamaCare 
protects the interests of women. This 
bill would undo it. In fact, the biggest 
victims of legislative action, if we pass 
this bill today, will in fact be the very 
women some of my colleagues have 
been talking about today. 

I urge my colleagues who say they 
are committed to the interests of 
women to vote against this bad bill and 
to support the expansion of health 
care, especially for working women in 
America. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, be-
fore I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Wyoming, I just want to highlight 
that, according to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, a substitute teacher earning 
$11.07 an hour, if that substitute teach-
er’s hours were cut back from 39 to 29 
hours, she would lose $125 per week, or 
$6,484 per year, or nearly a 26 percent 
pay cut. These are the folks we are 
here fighting for. 

With that, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Wyoming (Mrs. 
LUMMIS). 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Madam Speaker, I 
come from the wild West. I come from 
a place of wide open opportunity. And 
women in the West want freedom and 
liberty and the ability to create their 
own business. Women want to expand 
the businesses they already have and 
play a bigger role in the American en-
trepreneurial dream. 

But ObamaCare makes it more af-
fordable for women entrepreneurs to 
keep their employee numbers below 50 
and their employee hours below 30. 
This makes no one’s life better—not 
women entrepreneurs and not for their 
women employees. In fact, two-thirds 
of those most at risk of losing work 
hours because of ObamaCare are 
women. 

Let’s fix this. Let’s save American 
workers. Let’s pass the Save American 
Workers Act. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI). 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for the courtesy 
of yielding, especially today as I rise in 
support of H.R. 2575. 

I was first approached about the 
problem with the 30-hour full time defi-
nition by Steve Palmer, one of the 
owners of Palmer Place restaurant, an 
institution in LaGrange, Illinois. This 
is a family business committed to their 
community and their employees. They 
offer insurance coverage to their work-
ers when possible. Because of the na-
ture of the business, many of their em-
ployees are part-time and work flexible 
schedules. But the ACA’s definition of 
full-time work has put the Palmer fam-

ily’s one restaurant on the cusp of 
being classified as a large business. The 
family, thus, finds itself facing a hefty 
new expense for health insurance or a 
fine. 

This is the scenario being faced by 
many family-owned businesses strug-
gling to plan for the future. The work-
ers at some of these businesses are 
about to get a far different deal than 
they bargained for when they accepted 
their jobs. As a result of the 30-hour 
rule, some part-time employees are 
seeing their hours reduced. 

The CBO has confirmed that shifting 
to a 40-hour full time definition would 
lead some workers to seeing an in-
crease in their take-home pay. In addi-
tion to lost wages, many workers could 
lose scheduling flexibility so that they 
won’t cycle in and out of full-time sta-
tus from week to week. These are ways 
that workers will lose. 

The administration has already ac-
knowledged the difficulty in imple-
menting the employer coverage rules 
of the ACA through two delays in sub-
stantial administrative changes. Clear-
ly, the administration knows there are 
problems with the employer coverage 
rules as currently contained in the law. 
Today, it is reported that former White 
House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs 
said: ‘‘I don’t think the employer man-
date will go into effect.’’ 

Madam Speaker, let’s do right by 
America’s part-time workers and by 
family businesses. Let’s pass this bill 
and fix this broken part of the ACA. 
That is what the American people are 
looking for. That is what we should do. 

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Indiana (Mrs. WALORSKI). 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the Save Amer-
ican Workers Act. ObamaCare rede-
fines full-time employment as 30 hours 
per week, rather than the traditional 
40 hours per week, and mandates that 
any business with more than 50 full- 
time equivalent employees must pro-
vide health insurance. If these busi-
nesses do not provide insurance, they 
face a tax penalty. 

My district is ripe for job growth. In-
diana’s manufacturing industry is 
booming. Yet, as I travel throughout 
the district, I speak frequently with 
business owners afraid to expand due to 
this rule. 

Other Hoosier businessowners will be 
forced to lay off employees if this 30 
hour definition is not changed. Women 
are disproportionately affected. Sixty- 
three percent of those most at risk of 
lost hours in my district are female. 

The Save American Workers Act will 
unleash job creation by repealing this 
30 hour definition and replacing it with 
the traditional 40 hour definition. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this bill. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
would you give us an accounting of the 
time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE 
of Texas). The gentleman from Wash-

ington has 12 minutes remaining, and 
the gentlewoman from Kansas has 19 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
KELLY), a colleague on the House Ways 
and Means Committee. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of H.R. 2575. You know, sometimes you 
have to figure out, first of all, where 
did you come from to find out to where 
you got. 

I was trying to understand the 40- 
hour workweek. Where could it pos-
sibly have started? How did we come to 
accept that, and for 70-some years that 
is full-time employment, 40 hours? I 
found out it was actually the product 
of the Depression. When they did the 
Fair Labor Standards Act, they said we 
need to have a measure, so it will be 44 
hours—part of the New Deal, by the 
way. In 1940, they changed it to 40 
hours a week was full-time employ-
ment. Then, all of a sudden, 
ObamaCare comes along and the New 
Deal has been replaced by a bad deal. 
We told people, no, no, no. It is not 40; 
it is 30 hours. That is what full-time 
employment is. 

Now, when you go back to 1937 and 
1940, what were they trying to do? They 
were trying to get America back to 
work. It was after the Great Depres-
sion, so it was about getting folks back 
to work. Now, you fast-forward to 
today, and it is not about getting peo-
ple back to work. It is about getting 
ObamaCare to work. 

This makes absolutely no sense. Who 
does it hurt the most? It has hurt low- 
income and middle-income people. 2.6 
million folks have been affected by ei-
ther losing a job or losing hours. 

b 1400 

So you have got to scratch your head 
and say, Wait a minute. If we are really 
trying to get America back to work, 
why would we take their hours from 
them? Why would we slash their work-
weeks by 25 percent and think it is 
going to work? It has nothing to do 
with working people. It has to do with 
making ObamaCare work. 

I have got to tell you that we have 
the New Deal that got replaced with a 
bad deal, and now we have H.R. 2575. Do 
you know what it is? It is a good deal. 
This is a good deal. With 435 Members, 
any one of us could say that this just 
doesn’t make sense right now for the 
folks we represent. Why would we do 
this to them? Why would we take their 
work hours away? Why would we put in 
jeopardy 2.6 million people just in an 
effort to make ObamaCare work? 

If it is about making it easier for 
Americans to work, then it is high 
time we start to turn the tide. It is 
time we look at what is going on and 
that we say to ourselves, If it worked 
before, why can’t it work again? Why 
can’t we go back to 40 hours? Why 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:57 Apr 10, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD14\H03AP4.REC H03AP4bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2871 April 3, 2014 
can’t we make it easier for American 
families to get through the hard times 
that they are going through right now? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
lady from South Dakota (Mrs. NOEM). 

Mrs. NOEM. I thank the gentlelady 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this bill to change the definition of 
‘‘full time’’ in the IRS code to 40 hours 
per week on average. 

The 30-hour workweek instituted in 
ObamaCare is limiting economic oppor-
tunity across the country. It is espe-
cially harmful for women when 63 per-
cent of those who are most at risk are 
women. South Dakota has one of the 
highest rates in the country of working 
women, and I have had them come up 
to me time and time again, talking 
about how this regulation has im-
pacted them. They no longer are get-
ting the hours that they need to pay 
their bills as their hours have been cut. 
Where they are working, they may be 
forced to take on another part-time 
job. If you want to talk about putting 
challenges in their way when they are 
trying to fulfill all the requirements of 
work, of paying their bills, of being 
with their children, of having success-
ful family lives, this regulation is one 
of the worst. 

ObamaCare pressures employers to 
restrict their full-time ranks in order 
to avoid the employer mandate, put-
ting millions of workers at risk of hav-
ing their hours cut. Now we have two 
definitions—the Department of Labor 
definition and then the new IRS defini-
tion defined by ObamaCare. Only here 
in Washington, D.C., do things like 
that happen. There are two different 
and exclusive definitions for the very 
same thing. Thus, many workers have 
had their workweeks cut down to a 
maximum of 29 hours. In many in-
stances, the possibility of their being 
promoted to full time no longer rests 
on their dedication or on their achieve-
ments but now on their bosses’ abili-
ties to weed through the regulatory en-
vironment here in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Speaker, I used to run a small 
family business, so let me close by say-
ing that women-owned businesses have 
surged over the past 20 years. We 
should not be putting obstacles in their 
way, making it more difficult for them 
to own those businesses, to undermine 
their growth and their ability to create 
jobs. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. Let’s take a step towards re-
storing economic freedom in this coun-
try. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
now yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Chicago, Illinois (Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, 
there has actually been a debate on 
this floor by all of my colleagues, 
women, coming down from the Repub-
lican side, talking about how wonderful 
this bill is for women and how bad 
ObamaCare is for women. 

I want to make this point, which is 
that, before the Affordable Care Act 
was passed, there was gender discrimi-
nation against women. The standard 
body was clearly the male body be-
cause women were paying about 48 per-
cent more for health care before this 
law went into effect, a law that said 
there would be no more gender dis-
crimination, that women could not be 
charged more because things like preg-
nancy might take place. Women be-
came among the biggest winners under 
the new Affordable Care Act. 

In talking about protecting women, 
it is interesting to me that the Repub-
licans, including my women colleagues, 
oppose the raising of the minimum 
wage. Two-thirds of minimum wage 
workers are women. They oppose the 
Paycheck Fairness Act. Isn’t it time in 
2014 that women get paid equal pay for 
equal work? They oppose the funding of 
preschool. They support a budget that 
would cut Pell Grants for colleges. 
They oppose making sure that the Af-
fordable Care Act will provide contra-
ceptives as a preventative service to 
women. 

I am also hearing about the econom-
ics of freedom. Under the Affordable 
Care Act, now you don’t have to be 
locked into a job because you need the 
health insurance. That is what I call 
freedom. Suddenly, entrepreneurialism 
is unleashed because women, and men 
are able to say, I am going to take a 
risk, but I am going to still be able to 
find health insurance. 

The other thing I hear is that it is a 
job killer. Actually, H.R. 2575 would 
force 1 million people to lose their em-
ployer-provided coverage, and it would 
increase the number of uninsured up to 
500,000. This is not a number that has 
come out of some Democratic think 
tank. This is a number that comes 
from the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office. 

Ask the workers themselves, and this 
is what they will tell you. The Na-
tional Education Association says, We 
oppose this bill because we believe it 
would create a disincentive for employ-
ers to provide health coverage. 

They act like we are changing what 
full-time employment is, from 30 to 40 
hours. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Here is what we 
are changing. We are saying, if you 
work 30 hours, your employer should 
provide you with health insurance. 

What this bill says is, now, if you 
work 39 hours, your employer can deny 
you health care coverage. So it actu-
ally raises the bar and says that work-
ers can no longer get coverage between 
the 30 and 39 hours that they work. 
This is not a good thing. 

The American Federation of Labor 
represents millions of workers. This 
bill not only fails to address the prob-
lem it was intended to solve, but it 
makes the problem worse. Raising the 

threshold of how many hours will only 
move the cliff and will actually in-
crease employers’ incentives to reduce 
workers’ hours. The Communications 
Workers of America say the threshold 
from 30 to 40 hours per week doesn’t 
help. It would actually encourage em-
ployers to lower the number of hours. 

There has been some implication, I 
think, that the Teamsters Union is 
supporting this bill. That is not true. 
The Teamsters are not supporting this 
legislation. I would urge my colleagues 
to oppose it as well, and I encourage 
my women colleagues to stand up for 
women. 

Ms. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY), my 
colleague on the Committee of Ways 
and Means, control the remainder of 
the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, at this time, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
ROSKAM), my friend and colleague. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the Obama administra-
tion has done a clever thing over these 
past years, and that is to redefine 
things. 

They redefined the word ‘‘balance,’’ 
not to mean the traditional under-
standing of ‘‘balance,’’ but they said, 
No, no, no. That really means long- 
term fiscal sustainability. That is the 
new definition of ‘‘balance.’’ 

They did the same thing on tax re-
form. The common understanding of 
‘‘tax reform’’ is that you lower rates; 
you use loopholes to bring rates down; 
and you simplify the Code. Instead, 
they said, No. ‘‘Tax reform,’’ for us, 
means, yes, let’s close loopholes, but 
let’s use those closures to fuel more 
spending. 

The richest one I have heard so far is 
to hear a White House spokesman 
make the claim, basically, that a job is 
now a burden and that now, with 
ObamaCare, there are going to be over 
2 million Americans who are shed from 
that burden, Mr. Speaker, and that 
they don’t have to worry about work-
ing anymore because they have got 
this new health care plan. 

It is now finding itself coming true in 
this bill as well, and what the Obama 
administration has said is, We are just 
going to create a new definition of 
‘‘full-time work.’’ Full-time work has 
meant 9 to 5. Full-time work has 
meant 40 hours a week. Not with 
ObamaCare. ObamaCare has now rede-
fined it. It is a long pattern of redefini-
tions, and these redefinitions have led 
to failure. 

So here is the thing. We have got an 
opportunity to remedy this. We have 
got an opportunity to make it right. 
We have got an opportunity to recali-
brate full-time work to what it has his-
torically meant, and here is what the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:57 Apr 10, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD14\H03AP4.REC H03AP4bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2872 April 3, 2014 
bottom line is: if we recalibrate it, we 
will get more work to the very people 
whom our opponents on the other side 
claim to speak for, and the irony is 
that their remedies mean less work for 
the very groups that they speak to ad-
vocate for. 

Mr. Speaker, we have got a chance 
today, and that is to support this bill, 
to do it quickly and to get us back to 
the normal definition of ‘‘full-time 
work,’’ which is 40 hours a week. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time, I would like to 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE), another col-
league and good friend of mine. 

Mr. SCALISE. I want to thank my 
friend from Pennsylvania for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this legislation. 

Of course, President Obama’s own 
health care law has now resulted in the 
direct loss of work for millions of peo-
ple across this country. One of the per-
verse incentives in ObamaCare actu-
ally forces employers through incen-
tives in the law to drop the number of 
hours that their employees work. This 
isn’t something employees want, and it 
is not something employers want; yet 
it is directly there in the law where 
you get penalized—you actually get 
fined by the IRS—if you are not doing 
this. When you talk about these im-
pacts of the law, it is having dev-
astating impacts on families across 
this country. The President was talk-
ing about the minimum wage. The 
President has literally forced a 25 per-
cent pay cut for millions of Americans 
through his incentive in the law that is 
encouraging employers to drop their 
workforce hours below 40 hours a week 
to 30 hours and 28 hours a week. 

I represent parts of the city of New 
Orleans. Some of the best restaurants 
in the world are in the city of New Or-
leans. We love going to those res-
taurants, and so many people from all 
over the world love going to those res-
taurants, but many of those restaurant 
owners tell me that they love their 
workforces, that they love the employ-
ees who work for them. They are like 
family businesses. Yet they are being 
forced because of this law to drop the 
hours of those workers below 30 hours. 

There is no reason for this, Mr. 
Speaker. This bill fixes this problem. 

President Obama and the White 
House said, Hey, look. This is a burden 
for poor workers. This is freeing them 
up to do things that they really want 
to do—as if people don’t want to be 
working. One of the things they said is 
that you could go sit in a park and 
write poetry. These people don’t want 
to be sitting in a park, writing poetry, 
at 2 o’clock on a Thursday afternoon. 
They want to be at their jobs, working, 
and the law doesn’t let them do that. 

Let’s fix this. We can get this econ-
omy moving again. These are crazy 
policies, like this component of 
ObamaCare that literally forces people 

to be dropped below 30 hours to address 
some new definition of ‘‘part-time 
worker’’ and ‘‘full-time worker.’’ 

These are the kinds of policies that 
are devastating American families. 
This is what we are here to fix. We 
need to pass this bill, fix this problem 
and get people back to work so they 
don’t have to sit on a park bench on a 
Thursday afternoon, and they can ac-
tually be at their jobs, working. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has 11 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Washington has 8 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

My colleagues out here today have 
really had a good time telling personal 
stories, so I have got a few of them for 
them. 

Last week, the distinguished Senator 
from Texas, Senator CRUZ, put a poll 
up on his Facebook, asking if people 
are better off under the law. The re-
sponses were not what he expected. The 
overwhelming number of responses—he 
got nearly 56,000 responses—were in 
support of the ACA. If you look at it 
online, of the most recent 100 com-
ments, there are just two that appear 
more negative than positive, so that is 
2 percent that are against it. 

One of them said: 
Not only am I better off now, but I have 

friends who are better off, too. 

The second one said: 
Yes. I have MS, and I lost my job, and I 

wasn’t able to get any other insurance be-
cause of my preexisting condition. Thank 
you, President Obama. 

Another one said: 
This Nation is better off for helping people 

avoid the devastation that poor health can 
bring. Thank you, ACA. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Senator Ted Cruz 
Quick poll: Obamacare was signed into law 

four years ago yesterday. Are you better off 
now than you were then? 

Comment with YES or NO! 
Like—Comment—March 24 at 5:45am— 
Martha Hall Hansen, Pat White Garcia, 

Linda Hidy and Top Comments 10,204 others 
like this. 

5,120 shares 
Carol Rietz Gates: Not only am I better off, 

but I have friends that are better off. Fur-
thermore, this nation is better off for help-
ing folks avoid the devastation that poor 
health can bring. Thank you, ACA! 

1,359—March 25 at 6:46pm 
13 Replies—1 hr 
Kris Williams: I and a few million other 

people are a lot better off. I hope you are en-
joying your Cadillac plan given to you by 
your wife’s employer, Goldman Sachs. Stop 
trying to deny the rest of us the peace of 
mind that quality, affordable health insur-
ance provides us. 

1,342—March 24 at 10:13pm 
16 Replies—11 mins 
Benjamin Corey Feinblum: Yes. Costs 

stopped climbing. I’m a small business guy 
and I don’t have to worry because insurance 
companies can’t drop us anymore. 

2,901—March 24 at 3:14pm 
52 Replies—10 mins 
Lili Ann Fuller: YES, best law ever! And 

way overdue! I spent all my retirement sav-

ings on overpriced insurance in order to save 
my life when I got cancer in 2005. I had no in-
come and now have no savings. If it had been 
in place back then, I wouldn’t be looking at 
a poor retirement, but at least I am not wor-
ried about having care anymore. 

2,300—March 24 at 2:04pm—Edited 
25 Replies—7 hrs 
Lashawn Bell: Yes I have MS and I lost my 

job I wouldn’t be able to get any other insur-
ance because of my pre existing condition 
thank you President Obama. If people get 
sick they will realize how this is good. 

1,288—March 24 at 2:00pm 
16 Replies—1 hr 
Anne Wittig Pryor: I don’t have 

Obamacare, but someone I know who had bad 
mouthed it for the past for years, recently 
had to get coverage after her husband re-
cently passed away. The first words out of 
her mouth, ‘‘Thank God for Obamacare.’’ 
She is a staunch Republican and believes ev-
erything she hears on Fox News. And those 
who are saying they won’t comply are cut-
ting off their noses to spite their faces. Wake 
up! 

2,798—March 24 at 1:49pm 
52 Replies—2 hrs 
Paige Brennan: Impeach Ted Cruz! He 

caused the shutdown that hurt this country 
badly! 

3,188—March 24 at 1:18pm 
73 Replies—1 hr 
Joe Caparco: Isn’t it funny that the 

govemment ‘‘makes’’ you buy car insurance 
and home owners insurance and no one says 
a word. For those of you who say you can’t 
afford health insurance what will you do 
when you need your health insurance. No 
need to answer I alre . . . see more 

1,984—March 24 at 1:11pm 
68 Replies 
Larry E White: Absolutely better off, now 

lets push for universal healthcare for every-
one. 

2,705—March 24 at 1:08pm 
26 Replies—1 hr 
Sherry Scott Stewart: Absolutely Yes! I 

have pre-existing condition that I was born 
with but didn’t appear until later in life and 
could not get health insurance at all. I fi-
nally have decent affordable insurance. 

What a huge relief! 
1,134—March 24 at 1:05pm 
4 Replies 
Dave Ninehouser: Yes, my wife’s little 

niece who is very sick would have hit her 
lifetime limit by now if not for the ACA. The 
nation is better off. 

1,684—March 24 at 11:44am 
10 Replies 
Kris Williams: What is really sad is how 

the American people have been kept in the 
dark as to what the ACA really is. The whole 
purpose and driving force behind the ACA 
was to Improve care and lower costs. The 
majority of the law deals with Medicare. The 
medical cost . . . See More 

1,047—March 25 at 1:08am—Edited 
32 Replies 
Robin Conrad: Yes, my son has Healthcare 

for the first time and I know many friends it 
is helping. The ACA is awesome. 

1,101—March 24 at 7:16pm 
18 Replies 
Shelley Laysi Peterson: hummm some-

thing tells me this isn’t quite the response 
Mr Cruz was hoping for ROFLMAO 

1,828—March 24 at 5:58pm 
36 Replies—4 hrs 
Shelley Laysi Peterson: YES, YES & YES!! 

Hands Off My Obamacare!! 
1,076—March 24 at 5:52pm 
16 Replies—14 mins 
Felicia Willems: Yes! Everyone in my fam-

ily has a pre-existing condition that range 
from minor to serious. We were uninsurable 
on the individual market Now we’ve got 
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great coverage through healthcare.gov. We 
did NOT get a subsidy but it still fits our 
budget! 

2,711—March 24 at 3:19pm 
69 Replies 
Meredith Stark: Oh Senator Cruz, four 

years ago we didn’t have health insurance, 
and now we do. It’s helping my husband and 
I. 

914—March 24 at 2:26pm 
11 Replies—1 hr 
Laura Eakes: Only in America would peo-

ple be cursing other people for finally being 
able to get health insurance, and calling 
them mooches and socialists. I’d rather be a 
socialist than a selfish psychopath like many 
right wingers on here 

1,081—March 24 at 2:09pm 
27 Replies—9 hrs 
Jeffrey Albuna: Well Mr. Cruz, firstly I 

want to say, I think your actions putting our 
country hostage for your 21 hour publicity 
stunt were awful and despicable. You stood 
up there for 21 hours railing against 
Obamacare, to show the Tea Party you 
‘‘care’’ about their v . . . See More 

1,444—March 24 at 1:53pm 
18 Replies 
Brenda Myrick Yasulevicz: For those of 

you who think that anyone who answered 
yes ‘‘is a part of the problem’’, I have worked 
hard my entire life and done fairly well. I al-
ways had jobs with insurance. Then I became 
self employed and found out I couldn’t get 
insured because of pre-existing conditions. 
(None are serious or life threatening, or even 
require much care) I am very grateful for 
this insurance! 

997—March 24 at 1:26pm 
16 Replies—2 hrs 
David C. Brown: Yes Ted. In spite of your 

empty pandering rhetoric I am better off 
now that I was four years ago. I now have an 
insurance plan, purchased from a private 
company, that must insure me rather than 
suck profit from me. Before, I was dumped 
from insurance f . . . See More 

2,071—March 24 at 11:47am 
47 Replies—2 hrs 
Art Zimmerman: Damn straight I am . . . 

we all are after the Bush/Cheney near de-
struction of our country and the bullshit 
trickle-down Republican garbage!! 

576—March 24 at 6:34pm—Edited 
Joy Williams: Of course we are better off. 

We will now have consistent care without it 
destroying our finances. 

491—March 24 at 4:32pm 
2 Replies 
Chuck Provonchee: Yes, Cruz, you pitiful 

waste of space, we are all much better off 
under the ACA. The only ones who would not 
agree with that are the mindless people who 
blindly follow the GOP and vote against 
their own best interests. You should enjoy 
your time as senator because I don’t think 
you will ever win another election. 

548—March 24 at 2:45pm 
11 Replies—2 hrs 
Russ Campbell: Thank God for Obama 

Care. I now have health care and they dis-
covered I have cancer. I’m going to have sur-
gery in one week and I might live. Without 
Obamacare I would just die. 

576—March 24 at 1:10pm 
34 Replies—2 hrs 
Terry Kelley-King: YES . . . I have insur-

ance and am very happy to have it . . . of 
course it could be better by making it single 
payer . . . but this is a republican health 
plan so it can’t be perfect 

1,699—March 24 at 1:05pm—Edited 
47 Replies 
Dave Posmontier: Definitely YES!. We now 

have drug coverage and do pay a little bit 
more in co-pays but get this—My wife and I 
are saving $550 a month in premiums. 
Thanks you President Obama . . . 

609—March 24 at 1:04pm 
4 Replies 
Kevin Lawton: Much better off. We’d be 

even better off if people like you weren’t in 
the US Senate. 

1,736—March 24 at 12:15pm 
32 Replies 
Barbara J Cobuzzi: Yes, much better off. 
1,042—March 24 at 12:06pm 
11 Replies—1 hr 
LN Winchester: YES, It’s great! Not only 

for myself and my kids, but for the other five 
million people who can now get the medical 
care they need! I’m actually paying a bit 
more, but I don’t mind because so many fam-
ilies are getting the medical services they 
need, in some cases desperately. That makes 
it all worthwhile. 

1,169—March 24 at 11:56am 
28 Replies 
Amanda Rosales: YES . . . I was denied 

heath insurance because of having MS as a 
pre-existing condition and would soon be 
going medically bankrupt or stop getting 
treatment. I now have excellent coverage 
and have a brighter future! 

1,205—March 24 at 11:52am 
33 Replies—6 hrs 
Bruce Lindner: I just left my insurance 

agent’s office. He walked me through my op-
tions with the ACA, and to put it mildly, I’m 
one happy customer! As a self-employed can-
cer survivor and a heart attack survivor— 
factoring in the outrageous prices they’ve 
been gougin . . . See More 

397—March 28 at 3:56pm 
11 Replies 
Alisha Clark: Obamacare does not regulate 

health care, it regulates health insurance 
companies. Who in their right mind wouldn’t 
want health insurance companies to be regu-
lated? 

472—March 26 at 12:26pm 
15 Replies—1 hr 
Alisha Clark: This morning I received a 

private message from one of my many fb 
friends This person would like me to share 
her story. I can only imagine what this per-
son is going through and I want her to know 
that we are now in this fight together. 

Hi Alisha: I am n . . . See More 
434—March 26 at 5:48am 
23 Replies—4 hrs 
Cathy Paganelli Kaelin: YES! Saving $350 

per month, preventative care plus dental & 
vision. And now my 2 adult children have 
health insurance which they went without 
for 2 years. Yes, this family is grateful for 
the ACA. Thank you, President Obama, for 
taking this country into the direction of 
health care for all! 

434—March 25 at 5:17am 
13 Replies 
Bonnie Flournoy: Yes. Previously, I had 

your plan whereby the ER was my primary 
physician. Having a strategy alone to seek 
medical help has lifted a burden. The burden 
was making me just as sick as my condition. 
In fact, I think the stress caused the illness. 

874—March 24 at 2:08pm 
15 Replies 
Kathe Mendelsohn-White: YES! Without 

the ACA, my 21 year old autistic son would 
not have any insurance. Thank you Presi-
dent Obama. 

1,778—March 24 at 1:12pm 
66 Replies 
Paulina Trefault: At the same time, costs 

are coming down. The Congressional Budget 
Office found the health care law is making 
significant contributions to fiscal responsi-
bility. The CBO’s most recent estimates 
show that repealing the law would actually 
increase deficit . . . See More 

435—March 24 at 12:15pm 
8 Replies 
Tricia Barsamian-Wise: Yes . . . I no 

longer work 2 jobs and have the security of 

not being denied, my insurance going up or 
being canceled. I clearly understand Ted 
Cruz’s POV on this, his financial backers 
only hired him to do their dirty work. But 
what I find so hard to comprehend is average 
Americans being so cruel and hateful. 

950—March 24 at 11:52am 
28 Replies—6 hrs 
Vik Verma: Yes 
404—March 24 at 11:34am 
Charles Reff: Yes, it allowed me to get bet-

ter insurance then my job was offering and 
for less. 

1,368—March 24 at 6:38am 
28 Replies 
Chuck Myers: What I’d REALLY like to 

know, Senator Cruz, is are you a big enough 
man to READ the tens of thousands of com-
ments below and admit that just MAYBE, 
you were WRONG!!!!! If you were truly a rep-
resentative OF THE PEOPLE you would in-
stantly see how desperat . . . See More 

351—March 29 at 10:51pm 
13 Replies—4 hrs 
Ilene Leftwing: Yes, but would be even bet-

ter off if my Republican Governor, Nathan 
Deal, saw fit to help the citizens of Georgia 
by implementing the medicaid expansion. 
Anyone who stands against the ACA does not 
get MY vote. 

316—March 25 at 9:26am 
11 Replies—33 miss 
Sandie Cohen: Please do not take away our 

health coverage. 
357—March 24 at 3:43pm 
11 Replies—32 mins 
Scotty-Miguel Sandoe: YES! Access to 

Obamacare saves me money, and as former 
cancer patient, it means I can no longer be 
denied health insurance because of a pre-ex-
isting condition. This is the best government 
program since Medicare—thank heavens we 
have a President who cares about American 
citizens for a change! 

1,404—March 24 at 11:38am 
54 Replies 
Jeanne Carver: Yes I am. I had a junky 

plan, which paid nothing until after 7500 per 
year. I now have affordable healthcare, 
which costs much less. 

780—March 24 at 1:12pm 
14 Replies 
David Davis: No. I couldn’t afford 

healthcare before and I still can’t and now 
will also have to pay a fine. Wish I could fine 
the government for making my life hell ev-
eryday. 

1,458—March 24 at 5:47am 
322 Replies—4 hrs 
Rick LaCrosse: The politicians that rule 

should live by their rules & laws!!! 
253—March 24 at 5:52am 
13 Replies—1 hr 
Elizabeth Dubrulle: What an incredibly 

stupid and badly written question! Were you 
actually trying to start a discussion about 
healthcare, in which case your question 
should have been: is your health care better 
today than it was four years ago? (my an-
swer would have been . . . See More 

406—March 24 at 8:05am 
23 Replies—2 hrs 
Chris Marko: As a concerned Canadian, I 

apologize for both Ted Cruz and Justin 
Beiber, that being said, you can keep both of 
them, we have a no return policy for defec-
tive merchandise. 

135—March 29 at 8:28pm 
Breana Corea: LMAO!!! Nice! 
14—March 29 at 9:40pm 
Something Liberal: please take them back 

. . . you can imprison them or torture them 

. . . we don’t care. 
15—March 29 at 10:22pm 
View more replies 
Lamar Birdsey: In 1995 I had my first heart 

attack. At that point I was insured. How-
ever, my coverage was immediately termi-
nated by my insurance company. Six months 
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later I had my second heart attack and had 
no insurance. Subsequently I have had two 
more attacks and was not covered. I have 
spent my life savings attempting to stay 
alive. In 2014, I purchased a wonderful Flor-
ida Blue policy. My premium is $88.73 per 
month. My deductible is $600.00 annually and 
any co-payments are extremely low. EVERY-
THING IS COVERED! The most out of pock-
et expense I will have to pay in a given year 
is $2250.00. I am much better off now that the 
ACA has become law. Senator Cruz, I suggest 
you pack your bags and go back to where 
you came from, Canada. You are a scourge 
on this great nation. We do not need or want 
your ilk here. If you want to screw up a 
health care program, by all means return to 
Canada and mess with that one. DO NOT 
TREAD ON MY OBAMACARE! 

129—March 24 at 8:26pm 
View more replies 
Smooth Stone: No I’m not better off—only 

because my Koch bought governor nikki 
haley refused to expand medicaid in my 
state. Otherwise I would have subsidies to 
help me live a longer, better life. As a 
woman who was able to work wonderful jobs 
with health insurance for 36 years until I had 
my son. Then I relied on my husband’s job to 
supply me with benefits as I raised our child 
and only worked ‘part time’ as a school 
teacher substitute. But what happens when 
that husband is mutilated by a stoned driver 
and can no longer work. Goes on social secu-
rity and medicaid and his family is left to 
flounder because the now 58 year old mother 
can no longer get a decent job, no matter her 
experience but the age matters. So go F**K 
YOURSELF Ted Cruz. 

128—March 24 at 2:17pm 
Deb Larsen: I am so sorry to hear about 

your situation. 
11—March 30 at 3:42pm 
Elizabeth Fisher Jeffery Wood: Red states 

that have chosen not to expand medicaid are 
not really better off, but that is not the fault 
of the ACA. (btw, I live in one of those states 
. . .) What we need to do is grassroots it here 
until all of the red states accept all of what 
the ACA has to offer. 

24—March 30 at 6:57pm 
View more replies 
George Rivas: The ACA would’ve been bet-

ter with a public option. It’s a shame the 
GOP didn’t try to make it more effective in-
stead of grandstanding and wasting every-
one’s time and money on futile efforts to 
stop it. 

123—March 24 at 1:30pm 
Ambrosia Rose: Like the half billion dol-

lars Obama spent on a website . . . that 
money could have gone for actual health 
care. 

2—March 30 at 3:05am 
Teresa Gottier: Yeah because nobody uses 

a website today except Obama . . . . 
16—March 30 at 12:47pm 
View more replies 
Terri K Mattingly Puryear: YES, ABSO-

LUTELY!!! although I am really ashamed of 
being on your website. 

122—March 24 at 3:18pm 
Mary Duff Henry: It’s for a good cause. 
32—March 30 at 8:54am 
View more replies 
Bobby Joe Lyle: Yes! I have been unable to 

have health insurance for 2 decades because 
of a preexisting condition. Last week I was 
finally able to have a colonoscopy thanks to 
the Affordable Care Act. Today I was in-
formed by the gastroenterologist that the 
polyps he removed were cancerous. The Af-
fordable Care Act may well have saved me 
from dying of colon cancer. 

118—March 24 at 1:10pm—Edited 
Sarah A. McCloud: 
11—March 26 at 10:39am 
Lisa Brayer: 

13—March 27 at 2:22am 
View more replies 
Malina Lobel-karimi: Yes, yes and HELL 

Yes. I had been without insurance for years 
when we were systematically rejected by 
ALL carriers due to . . . PREEXISTING 
CONDITIONS. My son had to have his gall-
bladder removed WITHOUT insurance. It 
cost us $80,000.00 Can you imagine eighty 
thousand dollars for a gallbladder and a 
weeks stay in a hospital? That’s inhuman! 

109—March 26 at 8:33pm 
Wrenn Simms: I can. I was lucky. After i 

was laid off in 09, I ended up in the hospital 
with emergency gall bladder surgery that 
turned into an emergency on the operating 
table. They kept me a week, with two other 
procedures needing to be done.. I was lucky, 
that I was still covered by my former em-
ployers insurance (it was within the 60 day 
separation window). The bill was $101,000. I 
paid less than $200. 

9—March 31 at 5:36pm 
Laura Woller Bishin: Holy crap! 80k?!? 
3—Yesterday at 12:59am 
View more replies 
Julie Pippert: YES! My pregnancy caused 

me to be excluded from health care—the 
VERY worst time!—because Texas allowed 
that. Then I caught an infection in the hos-
pital that left me with a ‘‘preexisting condi-
tion’’ because I had no insurance at the time. 
I am SO GLAD I have protection now! 
THANK GOODNESS! Thanks for the ACA. 

114—March 25 at 5:45am 
Dani Golightly: Holy crap, that’s HOR-

RIBLE!!!! 
6—March 30 at 8:51am 
Laura Harper: Women in Texas are an en-

dangered species if Mr. Cruz and his merry 
band of misogynists have their way. 

45—March 30 at 10:00am 
View more replies 
Caleb Caraway: My healthcare is better, 

but I live in Texas so lots of other things 
suck. If we could get Ted Cruz out of office 
it would be a whole lot better. 

114—March 24 at 2:45pm 
Cody Edge: THIS! But we have to all work 

to get people like him out of office! Lets get 
Wendy Davis INTO office too! 

6—6 hrs 
Samantha Scott: I’m an American expat 

living in Canada. We pay a monthly premium 
and all the basics are covered; no charge for 
low income folks. Drawbacks? Sometimes I 
wait over an hour to see a doctor during 
walk-in clinic peak hours. 

*waves tiny maple leaf flag* 
*feels bad for anyone who thinks 

Obamacare is a step backward* 
109—March 24 at 2:06pm 
Candace Marley: I think waiting and wait-

ing at any doctor even in the US is becoming 
the norm. 

15—March 25 at 12:42pm 
Brilliant Chicky: My daughter waited 4 

hours in a us er and was told at that point 
could be 4 more. She left untreated. 

9—March 29 at 8:46pm 
View more replies 
Jeff Sanderson: YES! ‘‘Obamacare’’ saved 

my grandson’s life. He was born with mul-
tiple birth defects, and their insurance spe-
cifically stated that a birth defect was con-
sidered a pre-existing condition. Obamacare 
eliminated pre-existing conditions, so the 
family insurance covered the multiple sur-
geries he needed to stay alive. Today he is a 
happy, bright little boy. In addition, when 
his mom had to quit work to take care of 
him, Obamacare made sure that they would 
still be insured. Thank you President 
Obama. 

114—March 24 at 1:29pm 
Jane Foster: Your story touched my heart 

Jeff. So happy your grandson got the care he 
needs. 

19—March 29 at 11:37pm 
Kevin Young: And all this happened in 6 

months. Sounds like BS] 
March 30 at 8:44am 
View more replies 
Chris Stout: Yes. Being self-employed with 

a pre-existing condition, the premiums al-
ways ended up being extremely high and 
wouldn’t cover what I needed the most. 

I now have a Gold plan with a premium I 
can afford and all my conditions are covered, 
so yes, yes, YES! 

107—March 24 at 12:26pm 
Alvin Bates: Yes. Business owner from 

Oklahoma! 
108—March 24 at 10:03am 
Brandy Mohar: 
2—March 31 at 10:20am 
Rhonda Savage: Oh yes! Saved me 4k out of 

my pocket in Premiums. AND, I have a bet-
ter plan. And, I do not qualify for tax credits 
and am still saving!! Thank you Dems and 
Mr. President! Your willingness to assure 
our right to pursue happiness has been much 
appreciated by millions! As for you Mr. 
Cruz—I remain very, very ashamed that I 
used to belong to your party! 

106—March 24 at 8:12pm 
Drew Denega: You lie. 
March 25 at 12:11am 
Lisa Brayer: She doesn’t lie. Same for me! 
41—March 27 at 2:33am 
View more replies 
Pearson Klein: YES! I’m better off because 

those who previously couldn’t get it now 
can. HOW YOU CAN SLEEP AT NIGHT 
WANTING TO SCREW OVER THE LESS 
FORTUNATE IS BEYOND ME. 

106—March 24 at 4:13pm 
Greg Zagel: I’m MUCH better-off with 

Obamacare. This is a fact! The U.S. Senate 
was better-off without Ted Cruz. 

105—March 24 at 1:24pm 
Barbara Dobriansky: The ACA is a LAW 

that requires you you to obtain insurance— 
it is not insurance itself. So all of you saying 
your doctor won’t take Obamacare are inac-
curate in that perception. You DO know the 
mandate is a conservative idea? To make 
EVERYONE pay into the system so that no 
one is subsidizing anyone else? The level of 
ignorance is striking. 

This isn’t a real poll, it’s a Facebook com-
ment screed to get us all to fight one an-
other and look stupid to the world—most of 
which has universal health care. By a Com-
munist-raised, now Fascistic, religious fa-
natic naturalized citizen who wants us to 
change our Constitution so he can run for 
president. You can’t make this stuff up. 

105—March 24 at 11:56am 
Michael Jennings: The fact that this is a 

Republican (Newt Gingrich, Heritage Foun-
dation) idea that is now being called Social-
ism just blows my mind! These people will 
believe anything that they are told. 

56—March 29 at 8:06pm 
Bobbie Scott: Thank you! Someone has 

some sense! 
16—March 29 at 9:02pm 
View more replies 
Christina Zadorozny: Seeing you deleted 

my other comment, LET ME REPEAT, MR 
CRUZ! The ONLY people who would say NO 
would be your top 1% friends who because of 
the ridiculous tax cuts they got, can afford 
to buy any sort of medical care they want, 
and it’s us in the LOWER AND MIDDLE 
CLASSES who are giving welfare for the 
RICH because they are UNAMERICAN, and 
who refuse to pay their fair share in taxes! 
Shame on you all, if Eisenhower was here, he 
would be taxing the rich at 91% like he did 
in the 50s, because after WWII, there was a 
huge deficit, and he knew he couldn’t have a 
deficit like that hanging over America, so he 
did what he thought was RIGHT (A NOVEL 
IDEA, DOING WHAT’S RIGHT, AND NOT 
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JUST WHAT IS GOOD FOR YOUR BASE), 
and taxed the rich heavily, which guaranteed 
that there was enough money flowing 
throughout the economy, so average people 
were able to create jobs, and they then hired 
people; everyone had a job if they wanted 
one, and the 50s women were able to stay 
home and take care of the kids, and the men 
were the ones who went to work, and with 
only one salary, a whole family was sup-
ported, houses were bought, cars were 
bought, the economy boomed! I have NEVER 
heard anyone complain about the 50s, every-
one remembers it as a wonderful time, it’s 
the first time a middle class was invented! 
We sure do know NOW trickle down doesn’t 
work, look at all the rich with the lowest 
taxes ever, what jobs were created by them? 
NONE! It’s been proven that the people who 
create jobs are small business owners! NOT 
the rich, and NOT the big established compa-
nies! I wish Eisenhower could come back and 
tell you republicans off! I’m sure he would 
have a few choice words for you and your 
rich friends! Mr Cruz, you and your rich 
friends disgust me, and go ahead, delete my 
statement, since you hate the truth so much! 

100—March 29 at 8:03pm 
Lisa Carpenter: There are plenty of us who 

say NO, that are not in the 1%. But then it 
looks like this post was hijacked by obama 
ops. 

4—March 31 at 4:23pm 
Christina Zadorozny: Why no? I want to 

know why you would deprive people who 
need insurance this very necessary law! If 
you don’t need it, great for you! How about 
the millions who now have it, and for the 
first time in years are getting the diagnosis 
and treatments they needed? I can give you 
plenty of stories of people i know personally 
who couldn’t get insurance any other way, 
like specifically my brother, who was born 
with a congenital heart condition that didn’t 
show up til he was an adult; the first attack 
almost killed him, the 2nd attack, recently, 
(a couple decades after the first) he just got 
the ACA, had the attack, they did what need-
ed to be done, which was to laser the part in 
the heart that was causing the problem, and 
now he’ll have a normal life span without 
having to worry about possibly dying from 
that condition! After his first attack, his in-
surance dropped him immediately, and no 
other insurance would cover him; about time 
Americans now have a way of getting treated 
and being able to work and contribute to so-
ciety! 

20—March 31 at 4:30pm 
View more replies 
Forrest Erickson: My company has 6 part 

time employees. Prior to Obama care and 
when we were 5 employees, the cost for 
health insurance for us as part time meant 
that two of us had to remain on our spouses 
coverage and one went uninsured as the cost 
was nearly twice what it would be if we were 
full time. My employees would have been 
working for insurance and had no take home 
pay at that rate. Now that employee has cov-
erage on the individual market and so we are 
all covered one way or another. I will be 
watching for 2015 to see if it makes sense for 
us to do the coverage through the exchange 
with a cafeteria plan so that everyone can 
get a plan optimum for them. Yeaaa 
Obamacare! Yes I and my small company are 
better off. 

100—March 28 at 6:03pm—Edited 
Michael Jennings: Wonder why Fox has not 

reported your story? 
25—March 29 at 8:13pm 
Forrest Erickson: I have gotten some let-

ters to the editor published locally prior to 
this year. Thanks for reading and caring 
enough to leave the comment. 

24—March 29 at 9:52pm 
View more replies 

Alisha Clark: When you spend all your 
time telling me what you are against, rather 
than what your are FOR, that tells me more 
about you than your ideology. 

100—March 26 at 5:45am 
Jodell Bumatay: But what does it tell us 

about Ted Cruz when he spent all of time one 
a Congressional mike reading Doctor Seus? 
LOL 

1—12 hours ago 
Samuel Shropshire: Yes. My wonderful 

daughter who is disabled can now come back 
to America because her ‘‘pre-existing’’ condi-
tion is now covered! 

95—March 24 at 9:23pm 
Liz Huls: Beautiful!! 
5—March 31 at 6:40pm 
Jeffrey Albuna: Doesn’t it make you shake 

your head at just how much of a heartless 
person these R can be? 

6—Yesterday at 12:00am 
Carl Birk: I suffer from 

Hemmochrormotosis, diabetes and two 
minor strokes. I could never get insurance 
due to pre conditions. This year my insur-
ance coverage increased while my insurance 
cost was lower by 20%. Stop trying to fight 
this law. It is in the best interest of the 
American people. Set aside your beliefs and 
hatred for the commander in chief and help 
people better their lives. 

95—March 24 at 8:20pm 
Erma Couey: my daughter has diabetes and 

was not able to get insurance until the ACA 
now she payes 500.00 a month with real good 
insurance that is for husband and herself 

40—March 25 at 4:48am 
Candace Marley: the hatred will stay in 

the way for most of the pubs. most of them 
won’t even take the time to apply for cov-
erage with the ACA to see what they would 
get through it. 

18—March 25 at 12:47pm 
View more replies 
Christopher Hausen: I am part of a self-in-

sured group, by virtue of my membership in 
a Building Trades Union. As of this moment, 
my hourly contribution hasn’t changed, my 
monthly premium cost hasn’t changed, my 
co-pay, & deductible amounts haven’t 
changed, my ‘‘choice’’ of in-network pro-
viders hasn’t changed, and my coverage has 
improved. I would have to answer the Sen-
ator with a resounding ‘‘Yes!’’. More impor-
tantly, by any metric, more American citi-
zens have access to health care than prior to 
2008. Not only has the PPACA Improved my 
health care service, it has Improved health 
care accessibility for the Country, as well. 

100—March 24 at 2:33pm 
James Rowland: Same here. We are look-

ing at a possible small increase next year but 
our contributions haven’t gone up since 2011 
and even that was only a small increase. 

1—3 hrs 
Patty Kennedy: Most definitely YES! 

America is the only Western Industrialized 
country without nationalized healthcare for 
all. America is the only industrialized coun-
try that allows corporations to earn a profit 
on the suffering and dying of it’s people. 
Which is why until the ACA passed we were 
paying DOUBLE what Canadians pay for 
their better rated Healthcare system that 
covers everyone. Our ‘‘for profit’’ healthcare 
system was chewing up an incredible 17.6% of 
our entire GDP when Obama took office. 

It is not ‘‘free enterprise’’ when a group of 
corporations set an artificially high price for 
something everyone needs, it is an Oligopoly; 
something Adam Smith warned against in 
‘‘The Wealth of Nations’’ as always being bad 
for the consumer. 

The insurance exchanges of the ACA mark 
the first time in American history the 
Health Insurance Oligopoly has ever com-
peted one with another for business in a gen-
uine Free Market. 

99—March 24 at 12:00pm 
Ellen Hunt: I’d like to add that we didn’t 

try to force our jackedup system on the 
countries we invaded—even Iraqis have na-
tionalized health care. Nobody’s stupid 
enough to try to adopt our atrociously hor-
rible health care insurance system. 

32—March 30 at 6:28am 
Deb Lindstrom: Good point. We support 

Israel by sending them the equivalent of 
about $8.5 Million Dollars per DAY. They 
have nationalized health care for all citizens, 
and just this past February created a new 
law (the most liberal on the planet) that al-
lows their female citizens to get on demand 
abortions, fully paid for by the Israeli gov-
ernment So now, Republicans, how do you 
like knowing that your tax dollars are going 
to subsidize both health care coverage and 
free abortions in the nation of Israel? 

36—March 30 at 2:03pm 
View more replies 
Eric Koenig: Yes: my Blue Cross/Blue 

Shield insurance lapsed in the Fall of 1985 be-
cause I was late in paying a quarterly pre-
mium and, as I have epilepsy, they were all 
too happy to cite ‘‘pre-existing conditions’’ 
as grounds for refusing to re-enroll me. The 
Affordable Care Act enabled me, in early 
2010, to once again acquire Blue Cross/Blue 
Shield insurance and it has been of great 
benefit to me. Without the Affordable Care 
Act, I’d still be subsisting on County health 
care, meaning at taxpayer expense. Which do 
you think sounds better? 

91—March 25 at 9:36pm 
Sandie Cohen: Yes . . . much better off. Go 

ACA. Now we have coverage. !! 
93—March 24 at 3:42pm 
Pamela John: FANTASTIC! 
29—March 24 at 4:51pm 
Elvira Ramirez: Obamacare is working and 

yes we are better off today than then! 
94—March 24 at 3:02pm 
Deb Lindstrom: Economies in most all red 

states suck. Take it from me. I grew up and 
lived for three decades in a blue state where 
the quality of life was excellent. Then my 
post-graduate career took me first to one red 
state, then to two more. In all cases, the 
quality of life stunk, the wages for almost 
all people were much lower, the public 
schools systems far more inferior, everybody 
hated unions but didn’t know why (unions 
help the common citizen enjoy the fruits of 
capitalism—which means the ability to ac-
quire more capital just like corporations do), 
and to top it off . . . I had never heard of 
state sales taxes on food and clothing. Worse 
still, it is fact that the blue states give some 
of their state income tax revenue to the fed-
eral government who redistributes it to the 
red states to help prop them up. So there you 
have it. It is not the Democrats who are the 
welfare freeloaders . . . 

45—March 30 at 1:57pm 
Lorie DeBehnke: Yes I am better off. I was 

injured by a drunk driver while crossing the 
street. That injury gave me a pre existing 
condition.After I was laid off of my last cor-
porate job I lost any coverage I had. Because 
of that pre existing condition I was quoted 
between 1000–1500 a month for coverage just 
for myself. More than my rent and utilities. 

Thanks to Obamacare I now have insur-
ance for the first time in 7 years . . . 

Thanks obamacare. 
21—March 31 at 10:09am—Edited 
Dorothy Sasscer: I’m not impacted by this 

but so many of my friends are AND IT’S 
BEEN A MIRACLE FOR THEM! They have 
healthcare now—affordable healthcare—with 
better coverage. And they don’t have to 
worry about GETTING healthcare because of 
a pre-existing condition! 

ACA IS WORKING FOR WORKING AMER-
ICANS! 

92—March 24 at 1:56pm 
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Boutwell: YES! We were going t lose our 

insurance because my late spouse had MS, 
thanks to Obamacare they could not drop us, 
made his last months better knowing we 
couldkeep our home and not be totally bro-
ken by medical bills. Thank God every day 
for Obamcare. It made me a democrat 

93—March 24 at 11:33am 
LN Winchester: PETITION TO REPUB-

LICANS TO ALLOW MEDICAID EXPAN-
SIONS! CLICK ON LINK: https:// 
www.facebook.com/dailykos? 
v=appl335652843138116 . . . 

22—March 30 at 7:20pm—Edited 

View more replies 
Kent Hill: . . . Yes, and with the obstruc-

tive anti-American stances of most repub-
licans in congress, I will find it hard to vote 
with anyone with an (R) behind their name. 

85—March 27 at 7:51pm 
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Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, at this time, I would like to 
enter into the RECORD two letters—one 
from the Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States of America, which is in 
strong support of H.R. 2575, and then 
another letter from the National Fed-
eration of Independent Business—and I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. REICHERT), my good 
friend and a member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Washington, DC, April 2, 2014. 

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES: The U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the world’s largest business fed-
eration representing the interests of more 
than three million businesses of all sizes, 
sectors, and regions, as well as state and 
local chambers and industry associations, 
and dedicated to promoting, protecting, and 
defending America’s free enterprise system, 
strongly supports H.R. 2575, the ‘‘Save Amer-
ican Workers Act of 2014,’’ which would rede-
fine a ‘‘full-time employee’’ for purposes of 
the employer mandate provision in the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(PPACA) to reflect the traditional 40-hour 
work week constituting full-time employ-
ment. This bill would be a critical step in 
helping protect employees and employers 
against what would amount to a significant 
redefinition of workforce status. 

Under the employer mandate provision of 
the PPACA, businesses with 50 or more full- 
time equivalent employees (FTEs) are re-
quired to provide affordable, minimum 
value, health care coverage to all full-time 
employees as well as coverage to their de-
pendents, or potentially pay significant pen-
alties. For the first time in history, the 
PPACA defines a full-time employee as an 
individual working 30 hours per week or 
more averaged over the course of a month. In 
an attempt to mitigate the anticipated high 
costs of providing coverage to all employees 
now considered full time, businesses are re-
structuring their workforces. Despite the 
one-year delay of the employer mandate, a 
recent report by the Chamber and the Inter-
national Franchise Association confirmed 
that businesses are already experiencing in-
creased costs causing them to reduce em-
ployee hours, limit full-time jobs, and drop 
health coverage. While the Chamber wel-
comes and appreciates the administration’s 
‘‘transition relief’ announced in February, it 
fails to adequately mitigate the harmful im-
pacts of the PPACA’s 30 hour workweek defi-
nition. 

Returning to the widely-accepted 40-hour 
definition of a full-time employee would 
allow businesses to focus on generating jobs, 
rather than making them choose between re-
ducing growth and unfortunate personnel 
changes or going bankrupt from employer 
mandate penalties. By reverting back to the 
traditional definition, employees and em-
ployers would both be protected. Particu-
larly during this time when our economic re-
covery remains fragile, it is crucial we pro-
vide an atmosphere where employers can 
focus on strengthening their businesses, em-
ploying workers in traditional full-time posi-
tions, and revitalizing the economy. 

The Chamber continues to champion 
health care reform that builds on and rein-
forces the employer-sponsored system while 
improving access to affordable, quality cov-
erage. The Chamber urges you and your col-
leagues to support H.R. 2575, and may con-
sider including votes on, or in relation to, 

this bill in our annual How They Voted 
scorecard. 

Sincerely, 
R. BRUCE JOSTEN, 

Executive Vice President, 
Government Affairs. 

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, April 3, 2014. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 

National Federation of Independent Business 
(NFIB), the nation’s leading small business 
advocacy organization, I am writing in sup-
port of H.R. 2575, the Save American Work-
ers Act of 2013. H.R. 2575 will be considered 
an NFIB Key Vote for the 113th Congress. 

This legislation would replace the new 30- 
hour per week full-time or full-time equiva-
lent (FTE) employee definition in the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(PPACA) with a 40-hour per week definition. 
PPACA defines full-time employee for the 
purpose of the employer mandate as an em-
ployee who works an average of 30-hours per 
week (130-hours per month). The employer 
mandate is a requirement that businesses 
with 100 or more full-time or FTE employees 
offer qualified, ‘‘affordable’’ health insurance 
to 70 percent of full-time employees or pay 
costly penalties beginning in 2015. In 2016, 
businesses with 50 or more full-time or FTE 
employees must offer qualified, ‘‘affordable’’ 
health insurance to full-time employees and 
their dependents or pay costly penalties. 

Last year, NFIB testified before the House 
Committee on Small Business that the new 
definition is ‘‘one of the most dangerous 
parts in the law.’’ PPACA marks the first 
time that ‘‘full-time’’ is expressly defined in 
law. Prior to PPACA’s enactment, the deter-
mination was left up to the employer. Simi-
larly, the Fair Labor Standards Act has long 
dictated that overtime pay starts after 40- 
hours per week. Thus, employers and em-
ployees have long understood ‘‘full-time’’ to 
be equivalent to 40-hours per week. 

The 30-hour full-time definition is already 
resulting in less opportunities, fewer hours 
and lower incomes for employees. Small 
businesses are already being forced to shrink 
their workforce below and restricting work-
force growth above the 50 employee thresh-
old in preparation for the costly mandate. 

H.R. 2575 would provide some immediate 
relief for small-business owners and employ-
ees. According to the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO), H.R. 2575 would reduce taxes on 
employers by $63.4 billion over the next ten 
years. For employees, the bill would prevent 
decreases in take home pay. 

NFIB supports H.R. 2575 and will consider 
it an NFIB Key Vote for the 113th Congress. 
We look forward to working with you to pro-
tect small business as the 113th Congress 
moves forward. 

Sincerely, 
DAN DANNER, 

President and CEO, NFIB. 

b 1415 

Mr. REICHERT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a few things 
going on here. 

One, you have American families 
working hard every day to juggle their 
lives to provide for their children and 
their families. They are trying to make 
ends meet and put food on the table 
and clothes on their backs. What hap-
pens is this ObamaCare 30-hour rule 
could seriously jeopardize all of those 
efforts, 30 hours instead of 40 hours. 

Secondly, under ObamaCare, employ-
ers are already cutting workers’ hours 

just to avoid the employer mandate, so 
there is another burden that is placed 
on our employees and our employers. 

Third, the law is changing the stand-
ard definition of a full-time employee 
to someone who works 30 or more hours 
rather than 40 or more hours. Workers 
are taking home less pay each month 
as a result of that. Instead of having 38 
hours of pay, they might have only 15 
or 28 hours of pay, or maybe they just 
lose their jobs, Mr. Speaker. 

Much of that impacted workforce 
would be restaurants, retailers, and 
hospitality businesses. Eighty-nine 
percent of those who would be im-
pacted do not have college degrees. 
Talk about helping those that need 
help. ObamaCare’s reduction from 40 
hours to 30 hours doesn’t help those 
people. 

People that don’t have college de-
grees are going to be hurt the worst. 
Over 50 percent do not even have high 
school diplomas. If they lose their job, 
there may not be somewhere else for 
them to turn. 

The Save American Workers Act 
would prevent this from happening. It 
would save jobs, and it would provide 
relief for everyday Americans from the 
enormous tax burden of ObamaCare, re-
pealing $63.4 billion of tax increases. 

I know this is right for my constitu-
ents in Washington State, and I urge 
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion today. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I will include letters from the 
Employers for Flexibility in Health 
Care Coalition and the NRF. We have a 
lot of these letters. I think I will read 
more of them as we go on. 

I am fascinated by the results of Sen-
ator CRUZ’s request online to hear from 
people. We will see if we can get some 
other accurate numbers. 

At this time, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. REED), 
my good friend and another member of 
the Ways and Means Committee. 

EMPLOYERS FOR FLEXIBILITY 
IN HEALTH CARE COALITION, 

February 4, 2014. 
Hon. DAVE CAMP, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. SANDER LEVIN, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Ways and 

Means, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CAMP AND RANKING MEM-
BER LEVIN, The Employers for Flexibility in 
Health Care (E-FLEX) is a coalition of lead-
ing trade associations and businesses in the 
retail, restaurant, hospitality, supermarket, 
construction, temporary staffing, agri-
culture, and other service-related industries, 
as well as employer-sponsored health plans 
insuring millions of American workers. The 
E-FLEX Coalition represents employers who 
create millions of jobs each year, employ a 
significant workforce in the U.S., offer flexi-
ble working environments for employees, 
and are a leading contributor to the nation’s 
economic job recovery. 

The common thread among Coalition 
members is that our workforces are of a vari-
able nature, and not traditional 9–5 
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workforces. Maintaining the ability to offer 
affordable coverage options to our unique 
workforces under the new requirements of 
the law is of special concern to us. The Af-
fordable Care Act’s (ACA) definition of full- 
time employee is of particular importance to 
the E-FLEX Coalition because of our indus-
tries’ unique reliance on large numbers of 
part-time, temporary, and seasonal workers 
with fluctuating and unpredictable work 
hours, as well as unpredictable lengths of 
service. 

While transition relief for 2014 and flexi-
bility in the proposed rules are greatly ap-
preciated, the E-FLEX Coalition and many 
in the employer community remain con-
cerned that the ACA employer requirements 
are fundamentally unworkable and require 
legislative changes, especially the 30 hours 
per week definition of full-time employee 
status. It is critically important to change 
the law’s definition of full-time as 30 hours 
of service to a definition more in line with 
employment practices. The law’s definition 
of full-time as 30 hours of service per week 
does not reflect employers’ workforce needs 
or employees’ desire for flexible hours. A 
change is needed to avoid disruptions in the 
workforce and maintain flexible work op-
tions for employees. 

Better aligning the ACA’s definition of 
full-time employee status with current em-
ployment practices would help avoid unnec-
essary disruptions to employees’ wages and 
hours, and would provide critical relief to 
employers. Increasing the ACA’s rigid 30- 
hour per week definition for full-time status 
would: 

Make it easier for employers to provide 
more hours to all employees, thereby in-
creasing their take-home pay; 

Help employers offer more generous health 
coverage to full-time employees without 
making employers’ share of premiums cost 
prohibitive; 

Help ensure that lower-income employees 
have access to more affordable coverage op-
tions. 

Using a definition of full-time that better 
reflects current employment practices would 
not cause employees to lose coverage. In 
fact, setting the definition of full-time em-
ployee status at a higher level would help 
eliminate a coverage gap for lower income 
employees in some states and make it easier 
for employees to increase their income by re-
questing work schedules according to their 
particular needs. 

Although sharp differences in opinion 
about the ACA remain, well-intentioned peo-
ple on both sides of the debate can agree that 
using a higher threshold for defining full- 
time would be better for American workers 
and businesses than the ACA’s lower full- 
time definition. Committee consideration of 
H.R. 2575—Save American Workers Act of 
2013—is a first step in the process of realign-
ing this threshold. 

The E-FLEX Coalition looks forward to 
continuing to work with the Committee and 
your colleagues in Congress on a bipartisan 
basis to strengthen and preserve employer- 
sponsored coverage. 

Sincerely, 
EMPLOYERS FOR FLEXIBILITY IN HEALTH 

CARE (E-FLEX) COALITION. 

NATIONAL RETAIL FEDERATION, 
Washington, DC, April 2, 2014. 

Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Democratic Leader, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND DEMOCRATIC 

LEADER PELOSI: I write to share the strong 
support of the National Retail Federation 

(NRF) for H.R. 2575, the Save American 
Workers Act. Please note that NRF will con-
sider votes on H.R. 2575 and related proce-
dural motions as Key Retail Votes for our 
annual voting scorecard. 

NRF is the world’s largest retail trade as-
sociation, representing discount and depart-
ment stores, home goods and specialty 
stores, Main Street merchants, grocers, 
wholesalers, chain restaurants and Internet 
retailers from the United States and more 
than 45 countries. Retail is the nation’s larg-
est private sector employer, supporting one 
in four U.S. jobs—42 million working Ameri-
cans. Contributing $2.5 trillion to annual 
GDP, retail is a daily barometer for the na-
tion’s economy. NRF’s This is Retail cam-
paign highlights the industry’s opportunities 
for life-long careers, how retailers strength-
en communities, and the critical role that 
retail plays in driving innovation. 
www.nrf.com 

NRF greatly appreciates the bipartisan 
support for changes to the Affordable Care 
Act’s definition of full-time work for benefit 
eligibility. It is, after all, a common sense 
approach: if asked, most Americans would 
identify full-time work to be 40 hours per 
week. Most employers have also long as-
sumed the full-time mark to be 40 hours, 
consistent with federal overtime rules. In an 
effort to attract desired employees, many 
employers have set eligibility for benefits at 
lower points, but still higher than the ACA’s 
arbitrary 30-hour definition. 

The 30-hour definition will force retailers 
to manage to a new standard: whether or not 
an employee is above or below the 30-hour 
level on average. For part-time employees— 
who will now likely work 30 or fewer hours 
per week—it will mean lost income. The 40- 
hour full-time definition proposed in H.R. 
2575 will return flexibility to employers to 
set benefit eligibility at lower levels. We 
strongly support this necessary and common 
sense change. 

By any measure, the ACA is bringing pro-
found changes to the labor market—both 
positive and negative. We hope to continue 
to work with you to help mitigate the nega-
tive effects on the retail industry and retail 
employees. NRF strongly urges you to vote 
in favor of H.R. 2575. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID FRENCH, 

Senior Vice President, 
Government Relations. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to urge support for the bill, the Save 
American Workers Act, introduced by 
my good friend, Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fundamental 
question about what is fair, what is 
fair for the American worker. 

We have had a long history in Amer-
ica of protecting the 40-hour work-
week. This mandate—this requirement 
under the Affordable Care Act to go to 
30 hours as the definition of full-time 
work is going to hurt. It is not fair to 
the American worker. 

I would just offer comments that I 
just received from a constituent in the 
23rd Congressional District, which I 
have the honor to represent. 

Carol Tyler, the owner of Hager’s 
Flowers and Gifts in Gowanda, New 
York, writes: 

As a business owner, I encourage you to 
vote in favor of legislation that better re-
flects my business’ workforce needs while 
maintaining wages and flexible health bene-
fits options for my employees. 

The ACA’s definition of full-time employee 
status must align with a standard that bet-

ter reflects current employment practices 
within our industry. Increasing the ACA’s 30- 
hour per week definition would make it easi-
er for employers to provide additional hours 
to all employees. 

That means more money in hard-
working taxpayers’ pockets across 
America. 

I urge my colleagues to join with Ms. 
Tyler’s plea to support this legislation, 
to stand with the American worker, 
and protect the 40-hour workweek, 
which means more money in American 
workers’ pockets as they go forward. 

I have to say, Mr. Speaker, there is a 
contrast between our side and the 
other side. When I hear the other side 
argue that what this will allow people 
to do is to not have to work, what I 
hear is they are not championing the 
concept of work. 

I believe in the American work ethic, 
Mr. Speaker. I believe in the strong 
work ethic that allows people to work 
a 40-hour workweek has made this Na-
tion strong for generations. 

I ask my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle to please stand with us to 
protect that which has made America 
great, and this is the 40-hour workweek 
in the American workplace and envi-
ronment. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I also have a letter from the 
Small Business Coalition for Afford-
able Healthcare. There are 43 members 
signed onto this one. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
SMALL BUSINESS COALITION FOR 

AFFORDABLE HEALTHCARE, 
April 2, 2014. 

Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Minority Leader, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND MINORITY 
LEADER PELOSI, Representing the country’s 
largest, oldest and most respected small 
business associations, which have spent more 
than a decade working to improve access to 
and affordability of private health insurance, 
the Small Business Coalition for Affordable 
Healthcare (the Coalition) is writing in sup-
port of H.R. 2575, Save American Workers 
Act of 2013. This legislation would repeal the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act’s 
(PPACA) 30–hour per week full-time em-
ployee definition and replace it with a 40– 
hour per week full-time employee definition. 

Beginning in 2015, PPACA requires busi-
nesses with 100 or more full-time equivalent 
(FTE) employees to offer affordable health 
insurance to full-time employees or poten-
tially pay significant penalties. Businesses 
with 50 or more FTEs must offer affordable 
health insurance to full-time employees and 
their dependents or potentially pay penalties 
beginning in 2016. PPACA defines a full-time 
employee as an employee who averages 30– 
hours of service per week, or 130–hours of 
service per month. PPACA’s definition of 
full-time is counter to the traditional 40– 
hours of service threshold that most Amer-
ican businesses use to define full-time for 
benefits and other purposes. Implementing 
this new definition will require most busi-
nesses to change both their policies and their 
practices. 
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Despite the one year delay of the employer 

mandate requirement for 2014 and more re-
cent transition relief for midsize businesses 
in 2015, employers have been preparing to 
closely track employee hours and make 
these complicated administrative calcula-
tions this year, as business size calculations 
are based on an employer’s workforce during 
the preceding calendar year. Without H.R. 
2575, employers will face higher employer 
mandate penalty taxes, and employees will 
see reduced hours and take home pay. 

The Coalition urges all Members of the 
U.S. House of Representatives to support 
H.R. 2575. 

Sincerely, 
Aeronautical Repair Station Association; 

American Apparel & Footwear Association; 
American Bakers Association; American 
Farm Bureau Federation; American Foundry 
Society; American Hotel & Lodging Associa-
tion; American Staffing Association; Amer-
ican Supply Association; Asian American 
Hotel Owners Association; Associated Build-
ers and Contractors, Inc.; Associated Equip-
ment Distributors; Associated General Con-
tractors; Association for Manufacturing 
Technology; Automotive Aftermarket Indus-
try Association; International Housewares 
Association; Metals Service Center Institute; 
National Association of Convenience Stores; 
National Association of Home Builders; Na-
tional Association of RV Parks and Camp-
grounds; National Association of Theatre 
Owners; National Association of Wholesaler- 
Distributors; National Club Association. 

National Federation of Independent Busi-
ness; National Restaurant Association; Na-
tional Retail Federation; National Roofing 
Contractors Association; National Small 
Business Association; National Systems Con-
tractors Association; National Tooling and 
Machining Association; North American Die 
Casting Association; North American Equip-
ment Dealers Association; Precision Ma-
chined Products Association; Precision 
Metalforming Association; Professional 
Golfers Association of America; Service Sta-
tion Dealers of America and Allied Trades; 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship Coun-
cil; Small Business Council of America; Soci-
ety of American Florists; Specialty Equip-
ment Market Association; Textile Rental 
Services Association; Tire Industry Associa-
tion; U.S. Chamber of Commerce; WMDA 
Service Station and Automotive Repair As-
sociation. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, can 
you tell us how much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington has 7 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Is the gentleman 
ready to close? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. We are 
prepared to close. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO). 

Mr. CAPUANO. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I was sitting back in 
my office trying to get some desk work 
done and watching this debate. I had 
no intention of speaking, but I have 
just heard these arguments so many 
times, and they are tiring, to be per-
fectly honest. 

So I did a little bit of work and came 
up with a couple of quotes I wanted to 
read. 

This is relating to the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, which I have 

heard referenced on the other side, that 
talked about a 44-hour workweek and 
minimum wage at the time. 

Here are a couple of quotes. 
The act will destroy small industry . . . 

these ideas are the product of those whose 
thinking is rooted in an alien philosophy and 
who are bent upon the destruction of our 
whole constitutional system and the setting 
up of a red-labor communist despotism upon 
the ruins of our Christian civilization. 

That is a quote from Representative 
Cox of Georgia. 

The Fair Labor Standards Acts constitutes 
a step in the direction of communism, bol-
shevism, fascism, and nazism. 

That is a quote from the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers. 

The Fair Labor Standards Act would cre-
ate chaos in business never yet known to us 
. . . no decent American citizen can take ex-
ception to this attitude. What I do take ex-
ception to is any approach to a solution of 
this problem which is utterly impractical 
and in operation would be much more de-
structive than constructive to the very pur-
poses which it is designed to serve. 

That was from Representative 
Lamneck of Ohio. 

These arguments are not new. When 
are you going to get tired of being be-
hind history? When are you going to 
get tired of holding the American peo-
ple back? 

Please find an opportunity at any 
case—health care, housing, education, 
minimum wage, anything—to move us 
forward. We have 80 years-plus of the 
same arguments against the typical 
legislation that simply tries to move 
America forward and take care of our 
people. 

It is the same old argument, the 
same old rhetoric. It was wrong then, 
and it is wrong now. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

It is an old political tactic to use 
confusion. We have watched for almost 
4 years the Republican Party try to 
confuse the American people about the 
Affordable Care Act. It was the worst 
thing that was ever going to happen on 
the face of the Earth. We would have 
storms, hurricanes, unemployment, 
wars, and famines, all because of the 
Affordable Care Act. 

Well, we are up here today with yet 
another attempt to confuse people 
about the 40-hour workweek and 
whether or not we are going to cause 
people to lose their jobs. 

On page 125 of the CBO report on the 
budget outlook for 2004 to 2024, it says: 

In CBO’s judgment, there is no compelling 
evidence that part-time employment has in-
creased as a result of the ACA. 

Everything you have learned out 
here about losing jobs is not true. 
There is nothing in the law that says 
people have to shorten the workweek. 

I don’t know if anybody on the other 
side understands the free enterprise 
system. Businesses are run by entre-
preneurs who decide what kind of prod-

uct they are going to produce. They 
hire people to do that. They decide the 
hours. They decide the pay. They de-
cide everything. 

You keep saying that ObamaCare 
came in and it is forcing these entre-
preneurs in America to cut their em-
ployees’ wages and hours. There is no 
such thing in the law. That is not true. 

In fact, my colleague from Wash-
ington State (Mr. REICHERT) just said, 
Mr. Speaker, that people’s hours were 
already being cut before ObamaCare. 

It is not ObamaCare that decides how 
much somebody works. It is the person 
who runs the company. If he doesn’t 
care about his employees and doesn’t 
want to give them health care, that is 
one thing. There are people like that, 
but there are a lot of people who would 
like to give health insurance to their 
people, and we are trying to help them 
do that with the subsidies in this bill. 

Let me come to one other issue, and 
that is this whole question of women. 

I have flown back and forth across 
the country every week, 35 flights a 
year, for 25 years, and I know most of 
the flight attendants on United Air-
lines between Seattle and Washington, 
D.C. 

I can’t tell you how many of those 
women are working because they get 
health care benefits. Their husband has 
a job, but has no benefits, and if they 
don’t have their job, they simply won’t 
have health care in their family. 

United Airlines has been through two 
bankruptcies. They have lost pay in-
creases. They have lost their pension 
rights. The only thing they have left is 
that health care benefit, and that is 
what is holding the family together. 

I am sort of interested to watch what 
happens to the older flight attendants I 
know, to see whether they leave flying, 
because they would like to. Their hus-
band has a job, but before, he couldn’t 
get health insurance, and now, he can 
under the Affordable Care Act, and 
they can quit working. 

When the CBO talks about people 
working less, it is because the job lock 
is gone. People are not locked into 
their jobs because of the fact that they 
can’t get health insurance anyplace 
else. It makes it available for any 
American. 

The fact is that the cuts you are see-
ing—if you see employers that are 
going to take people down from 40 
hours a week to 39 so that they can 
avoid giving benefits, take a look at 
the morals. I wonder if that person 
goes to church and talks about how 
they take care of the poor and the 
weak and the sick and all the rest. 

No, no. You can’t have it both ways. 
You cannot cut your people down 1 
hour just to get out of giving them 
benefits, and that is what you are sug-
gesting is going to go on in this coun-
try. 

b 1430 

I don’t think that badly of owners of 
businesses myself. Now, there may be 
some people out there looking for a 
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way to get around the law, but this law 
doesn’t make anybody do anything, 
and this law is going to create more 
problems. 

You hear 1 million people are going 
to lose their health care benefits, and 
that is not good. This whole idea of 
continuing to undermine this law by 
confusing the American people, and 
making them think it bad isn’t work-
ing. 1.7 million joined. 
LABOR MARKET EFFECTS OF THE AFFORDABLE 

CARE ACT: UPDATED ESTIMATES 
OVERVIEW 

The baseline economic projections devel-
oped by the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) incorporate the agency’s estimates of 
the future effects of federal policies under 
current law. The agency updates those pro-
jections regularly to account for new infor-
mation and analysis regarding federal fiscal 
policies and many other influences on the 
economy. In preparing economic projections 
for the February 2014 baseline, CBO has up-
dated its estimates of the effects of the Af-
fordable Care Act (ACA) on labor markets. 

The ACA includes a range of provisions 
that will take full effect over the next sev-
eral years and that will influence the supply 
of and demand for labor through various 
channels. For example, some provisions will 
raise effective tax rates on earnings from 
labor and thus will reduce the amount of 
labor that some workers choose to supply. In 
particular, the health insurance subsidies 
that the act provides to some people will be 
phased out as their income rises—creating 
an implicit tax on additional earnings— 
whereas for other people, the act imposes 
higher taxes on labor income directly. The 
ACA also will exert conflicting pressures on 
the quantity of labor that employers de-
mand, primarily during the next few years. 
HOW MUCH WILL THE ACA REDUCE EMPLOYMENT 

IN THE LONGER TERM? 
The ACA’s largest impact on labor mar-

kets will probably occur after 2016, once its 
major provisions have taken full effect and 
overall economic output nears its maximum 
sustainable level. CBO estimates that the 
ACA will reduce the total number of hours 
worked, on net, by about 1.5 percent to 2.0 
percent during the period from 2017 to 2024, 
almost entirely because workers will choose 
to supply less labor—given the new taxes and 
other incentives they will face and the finan-
cial benefits some will receive. Because the 
largest declines in labor supply will probably 
occur among lower-wage workers, the reduc-
tion in aggregate compensation (wages, sala-
ries, and fringe benefits) and the impact on 
the overall economy will be proportionally 
smaller than the reduction in hours worked. 
Specifically, CBO estimates that the ACA 
will cause a reduction of roughly 1 percent in 
aggregate labor compensation over the 2017— 
2024 period, compared with what it would 
have been otherwise. Although such effects 
are likely to continue after 2024 (the end of 
the current 10-year budget window), CBO has 
not estimated their magnitude or duration 
over a longer period. 

The reduction in CBO’s projections of 
hours worked represents a decline in the 
number of full-time-equivalent workers of 
about 2.0 million in 2017, rising to about 2.5 
million in 2024. Although CBO projects that 
total employment (and compensation) will 
increase over the coming decade, that in-
crease will be smaller than it would have 
been in the absence of the ACA. The decline 
in full-time-equivalent employment stem-
ming from the ACA will consist of some peo-
ple not being employed at all and other peo-
ple working fewer hours; however, CBO has 

not tried to quantify those two components 
of the overall effect. The estimated reduc-
tion stems almost entirely from a net de-
cline in the amount of labor that workers 
choose to supply, rather than from a net 
drop in businesses’ demand for labor, so it 
will appear almost entirely as a reduction in 
labor force participation and in hours 
worked relative to what would have occurred 
otherwise rather than as an increase in un-
employment (that is, more workers seeking 
but not finding jobs) or underemployment 
(such as part-time workers who would prefer 
to work more hours per week). 

CBO’s estimate that the ACA will reduce 
employment reflects some of the inherent 
trade-offs involved in designing such legisla-
tion. Subsidies that help lower-income peo-
ple purchase an expensive product like 
health insurance must be relatively large to 
encourage a significant proportion of eligible 
people to enroll. If those subsidies are phased 
out with rising income in order to limit their 
total costs, the phaseout effectively raises 
people’s marginal tax rates (the tax rates ap-
plying to their last dollar of income), thus 
discouraging work. In addition, if the sub-
sidies are financed at least in part by higher 
taxes, those taxes will further discourage 
work or create other economic distortions, 
depending on how the taxes are designed. Al-
ternatively, if subsidies are not phased out 
or eliminated with rising income, then the 
increase in taxes required to finance the sub-
sidies would be much larger. 

CBO’s estimate of the ACA’s impact on 
labor markets is subject to substantial un-
certainty, which arises in part because many 
of the ACA’s provisions have never been im-
plemented on such a broad scale and in part 
because available estimates of many key re-
sponses vary considerably. CBO seeks to pro-
vide estimates that lie in the middle of the 
distribution of potential outcomes, but the 
actual effects could differ notably from those 
estimates. For example, if fewer people ob-
tain subsidized insurance coverage through 
exchanges than CBO expects, then the effects 
of the ACA on employment would be smaller 
than CBO estimates in this report. Alter-
natively, if more people obtain subsidized 
coverage through exchanges, then the im-
pact on the labor market would be larger. 

WHY WILL THOSE REDUCTIONS BE SMALLER IN 
THE SHORT TERM? 

CBO estimates that the ACA will cause 
smaller declines in employment over the 
2014—2016 period than in later years, for 
three reasons. First, fewer people will re-
ceive subsidies through health insurance ex-
changes in that period, so fewer people will 
face the implicit tax that results when high-
er earnings reduce those subsidies. Second, 
CBO expects the unemployment rate to re-
main higher than normal over the next few 
years, so more people will be applying for 
each available job—meaning that if some 
people seek to work less, other applicants 
will be readily available to fill those posi-
tions and the overall effect on employment 
will be muted. Third, the ACA’s subsidies for 
health insurance will both stimulate demand 
for health care services and allow low-in-
come households to redirect some of the 
funds that they would have spent on that 
care toward the purchase of other goods and 
services—thereby increasing overall demand. 
That increase in overall demand while the 
economy remains somewhat weak will in-
duce some employers to hire more workers 
or to increase the hours of current employ-
ees during that period. 
WHY DOES CBO ESTIMATE LARGER REDUCTIONS 

THAN IT DID IN 2010? 
In 2010, CBO estimated that the ACA, on 

net, would reduce the amount of labor used 
in the economy by roughly half a percent— 

primarily by reducing the amount of labor 
that workers choose to supply. That measure 
of labor use was calculated in dollar terms, 
representing the approximate change in ag-
gregate labor compensation that would re-
sult. Hence, that estimate can be compared 
with the roughly 1 percent reduction in ag-
gregate compensation that CBO now esti-
mates to result from the act. There are sev-
eral reasons for that difference: CBO has now 
incorporated into its analysis additional 
channels through which the ACA will affect 
labor supply, reviewed new research about 
those effects, and revised upward its esti-
mates of the responsiveness of labor supply 
to changes in tax rates. 

EFFECTS ON RETIREMENT DECISIONS AND 
DISABLED WORKERS 

Changes to the health insurance market 
under the ACA, including provisions that 
prohibit insurers from denying coverage to 
people with preexisting conditions and those 
that restrict variability in premiums on the 
basis of age or health status, will lower the 
cost of health insurance plans offered to 
older workers outside the workplace. As a re-
sult, some will choose to retire earlier than 
they otherwise would—another channel 
through which the ACA will reduce the sup-
ply of labor. 

The new insurance rules and wider avail-
ability of subsidies also could affect the em-
ployment decisions of people with disabil-
ities, but the net impact on their labor sup-
ply is not clear. In the absence of the ACA, 
some workers with disabilities would leave 
the workforce to enroll in such programs as 
Disability Insurance (DI) or Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) and receive subsidized 
health insurance. (SSI enrollees also receive 
Medicaid; DI enrollees become eligible for 
Medicare after a two-year waiting period.) 
Under the ACA, however, they could be eligi-
ble for subsidized health insurance offered 
through the exchanges, and they cannot be 
denied coverage or charged higher premiums 
because of health problems. As a result, 
some disabled workers who would otherwise 
have been out of the workforce might stay 
employed or seek employment. At the same 
time, those subsidies and new insurance 
rules might lead other disabled workers to 
leave the workforce earlier than they other-
wise would. Unlike DI applicants who are in-
eligible for SSI, they would not have to wait 
two years before they received the ACA’s 
Medicaid benefits or exchange subsidies— 
making it more attractive to leave the labor 
force and apply for DI. 

POSSIBLE EFFECTS ON LABOR SUPPLY THROUGH 
PRODUCTIVITY 

In addition to the effects discussed above, 
the ACA could shape the labor market or the 
operations of the health sector in ways that 
affect labor productivity. For example, to 
the extent that increases in insurance cov-
erage lead to improved health among work-
ers, labor productivity could be enhanced. In 
addition, the ACA could influence labor pro-
ductivity indirectly by making it easier for 
some employees to obtain health insurance 
outside the workplace and thereby prompt-
ing those workers to take jobs that better 
match their skills, regardless of whether 
those jobs offered employment-based insur-
ance. 

Some employers, however, might invest 
less in their workers—by reducing training, 
for example—if the turnover of employees in-
creased because their health insurance was 
no longer tied so closely to their jobs. Fur-
thermore, productivity could be reduced if 
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businesses shifted toward hiring more part- 
time employees to avoid paying the em-
ployer penalty and if part-time workers op-
erated less efficiently than full-time workers 
did. (If the dollar loss in productivity exceed-
ed the cost of the employer penalty, how-
ever, businesses might not shift toward hir-
ing more part-time employees.) 

Whether any of those changes would have 
a noticeable influence on overall economic 
productivity, however, is not clear. More-
over, those changes are difficult to quantify 
and they influence labor productivity in op-
posing directions. As a result, their effects 
are not incorporated into CBO’s estimates of 
the effects of the ACA on the labor market. 

Some recent analyses also have suggested 
that the ACA will lead to higher produc-
tivity in the health care sector—in par-
ticular, by avoiding costs for low-value 
health care services—and thus to slower 
growth in health care costs under employ-
ment-based health plans. Slower growth in 
those costs would effectively increase work-
ers’ compensation, making work more at-
tractive. Those effects could increase the 
supply of labor (and could increase the de-
mand for labor in the near term, if some of 
the savings were not immediately passed on 
to workers). 

Whether the ACA already has or will re-
duce health care costs in the private sector, 
however, is hard to determine. The ACA’s re-
ductions in payment rates to hospitals and 
other providers have slowed the growth of 
Medicare spending (compared with projec-
tions under prior law) and thus contributed 
to the slow rate of overall cost growth in 
health care since the law’s enactment. Pri-
vate health care costs (as well as national 
health expenditures) have grown more slowly 
in recent years as well, but analysts differ 
about the shares of that slowdown that can 
be attributed to the deep recession and weak 
recovery, to provisions of the ACA, and to 
other changes within the health sector. 
Moreover, the overall influence of the ACA 
on the cost of employment-based coverage is 
difficult to predict—in part because some 
provisions could either increase or decrease 
private-sector spending on health care and in 
part because many provisions have not yet 
been fully implemented or evaluated. Con-
sequently, CBO has not attributed to the 
ACA any employment effects stemming from 
slower growth of premiums in the private 
sector. 

EFFECTS OF THE ACA ON THE DEMAND FOR 
LABOR 

The ACA also will affect employers’ de-
mand for workers, mostly over the next few 
years, both by increasing labor costs through 
the employer penalty (which will reduce 
labor demand) and by boosting overall de-
mand for goods and services (which will in-
crease labor demand). 

EFFECTS OF THE EMPLOYER PENALTY ON THE 
DEMAND FOR LABOR 

Beginning in 2015, employers of 50 or more 
full-time equivalent workers that do not 
offer health insurance (or that offer health 
insurance that does not meet certain cri-
teria) will generally pay a penalty. That pen-
alty will initially reduce employers’ demand 
for labor and thereby tend to lower employ-
ment. Over time, CBO expects, the penalty 
will be borne primarily by workers in the 
form of reduced wages or other compensa-
tion, at which point the penalty will have 
little effect on labor demand but will reduce 
labor supply and will lower employment 
slightly through that channel. 

Businesses face two constraints, however, 
in seeking to shift the costs of the penalty to 
workers. First, there is considerable evi-
dence that employers refrain from cutting 
their employees’ wages, even when unem-

ployment is high (a phenomenon sometimes 
referred to as sticky wages). For that reason, 
some employers might leave wages un-
changed and instead employ a smaller work-
force. That effect will probably dissipate en-
tirely over several years for most workers 
because companies that face the penalty can 
restrain wage growth until workers have ab-
sorbed the cost of the penalty—thus gradu-
ally eliminating the negative effect on labor 
demand that comes from sticky wages. 

A second and more durable constraint is 
that businesses generally cannot reduce 
workers’ wages below the statutory min-
imum wage. As a result, some employers will 
respond to the penalty by hiring fewer people 
at or just above the minimum wage—an ef-
fect that would be similar to the impact of 
raising the minimum wage for those compa-
nies’ employees. Over time, as worker pro-
ductivity rises and inflation erodes the value 
of the minimum wage, that effect is pro-
jected to decline because wages for fewer 
jobs will be constrained by the minimum 
wage. The effect will not disappear com-
pletely over the next 10 years, however, be-
cause some wages are still projected to be 
constrained (that is, wages for some jobs will 
be at or just above the minimum wage). 

Businesses also may respond to the em-
ployer penalty by seeking to reduce or limit 
their full-time staffing and to hire more 
part-time employees. Those responses might 
occur because the employer penalty will 
apply only to businesses with 50 or more full- 
time-equivalent employees, and employers 
will be charged only for each full-time em-
ployee (not counting the first 30 employees). 
People are generally considered full time 
under the ACA if they work 30 hours or more 
per week, on average, so employers have an 
incentive, for example, to shift from hiring a 
single 40-hour, full-time employee to hiring 
two, 20-hour part-time employees to avoid 
bearing the costs of the penalty. 

Such a change might or might not, on its 
own, reduce the total number of hours 
worked. In the example just offered, the 
total amount of work is unaffected by the 
changes. Moreover, adjustments of that sort 
can take time and be quite costly—in par-
ticular, because of the time and costs that 
arise in dismissing full-time workers (which 
may involve the loss of workers with valu-
able job-specific skills); the time and costs 
associated with hiring new part-time work-
ers (including the effort spent on inter-
viewing and training); and, perhaps most im-
portant, the time and costs of changing work 
processes to accommodate a larger number 
of employees working shorter and different 
schedules. The extent to which people would 
be willing to work at more than one part- 
time job instead of a single full-time job is 
unclear as well; although hourly wages for 
full-time jobs might be lower than those for 
part-time jobs (once wages adjust to the pen-
alty), workers also would incur additional 
costs associated with holding more than one 
job at a time. 

In CBO’s judgment, there is no compelling 
evidence that part-time employment has in-
creased as a result of the ACA. On the one 
hand, there have been anecdotal reports of 
firms responding to the employer penalty by 
limiting workers’ hours, and the share of 
workers in part-time jobs has declined rel-
atively slowly since the end of the recent re-
cession. On the other hand, the share of 
workers in part-time jobs generally declines 
slowly after recessions, so whether that 
share would have declined more quickly dur-
ing the past few years in the absence of the 
ACA is difficult to determine. In any event, 
because the employer penalty will not take 
effect until 2015, the current lack of direct 
evidence may not be very informative about 
the ultimate effects of the ACA. 

More generally, some employers have ex-
pressed doubts about whether and how the 
provisions of the ACA will unfold. Uncer-
tainty in several areas—including the timing 
and sequence of policy changes and imple-
mentation procedures and their effects on 
health insurance premiums and workers’ de-
mand for health insurance—probably has en-
couraged some employers to delay hiring. 
However, those effects are difficult to quan-
tify separately from other developments in 
the labor market, and possible effects on the 
demand for labor through such channels 
have not been incorporated into CBO’s esti-
mates of the ACA’s impact. 
EFFECTS OF CHANGES IN THE DEMAND FOR 

GOODS AND SERVICES ON THE DEMAND FOR 
LABOR 
CBO estimates that, over the next few 

years, the various provisions of the ACA that 
affect federal revenues and outlays will in-
crease demand for goods and services, on net. 
Most important, the expansion of Medicaid 
coverage and the provision of exchange sub-
sidies (and the resulting rise in health insur-
ance coverage) will not only stimulate great-
er demand for health care services but also 
allow lower-income households that gain 
subsidized coverage to increase their spend-
ing on other goods and services—thereby 
raising overall demand in the economy. A 
partial offset will come from the increased 
taxes and reductions in Medicare’s payments 
to health care providers that are included in 
the ACA to offset the costs of the coverage 
expansion. 

On balance, CBO estimates that the ACA 
will boost overall demand for goods and serv-
ices over the next few years because the peo-
ple who will benefit from the expansion of 
Medicaid and from access to the exchange 
subsidies are predominantly in lower-income 
households and thus are likely to spend a 
considerable fraction of their additional re-
sources on goods and services—whereas peo-
ple who will pay the higher taxes are pre-
dominantly in higher-income households and 
are likely to change their spending to a less-
er degree. Similarly, reduced payments 
under Medicare to hospitals and other pro-
viders will lessen their income or profits, but 
those changes are likely to decrease demand 
by a relatively small amount. 

The net increase in demand for goods and 
services will in turn boost demand for labor 
over the next few years, CBO estimates. 
Those effects on labor demand tend to be es-
pecially strong under conditions such as 
those now prevailing in the United States, 
where output is so far below its maximum 
sustainable level that the Federal Reserve 
has kept short-term interest rates near zero 
for several years and probably would not ad-
just those rates to offset the effects of 
changes in federal spending and taxes. Over 
time, however, those effects are expected to 
dissipate as overall economic output moves 
back toward its maximum sustainable level. 

WHY SHORT-TERM EFFECTS WILL BE SMALLER 
THAN LONGER-TERM EFFECTS 

CBO estimates that the reduction in the 
use of labor that is attributable to the ACA 
will be smaller between 2014 and 2016 than it 
will be between 2017 and 2024. That difference 
is a result of three factors in particular—two 
that reflect smaller negative effects on the 
supply of labor and one that reflects a more 
positive effect on the demand for labor: 

The number of people who will receive ex-
change subsidies—and who thus will face an 
implicit tax from the phaseout of those sub-
sidies that discourages them from working— 
will be smaller initially than it will be in 
later years. The number of enrollees (work-
ers and their dependents) purchasing their 
own coverage through the exchanges is pro-
jected to rise from about 6 million in 2014 to 
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about 25 million in 2017 and later years, and 
most of those enrollees will receive sub-
sidies. Although the number of people who 
will be eligible for exchange subsidies is 
similar from year to year, workers who are 
eligible but do not enroll may either be un-
aware of their eligibility or be unaffected by 
it and thus are unlikely to change their sup-
ply of labor in response to the availability of 
those subsidies. 

CBO anticipates that the unemployment 
rate will remain high for the next few years. 
If changes in incentives lead some workers 
to reduce the amount of hours they want to 
work or to leave the labor force altogether, 
many unemployed workers will be available 
to take those jobs—so the effect on overall 
employment of reductions in labor supply 
will be greatly dampened. 

The expanded federal subsidies for health 
insurance will stimulate demand for goods 
and services, and that effect will mostly 
occur over the next few years. That increase 
in demand will induce some employers to 
hire more workers or to increase their em-
ployees’ hours during that period. 

CBO anticipates that output will return 
nearly to its maximum sustainable level in 
2017 (see Chapter 2). Once that occurs, the 
net decline in the amount of labor that 
workers choose to supply because of the ACA 
will be fully reflected in a decline in total 
employment and hours worked relative to 
what would otherwise occur. 
DIFFERENCES FROM CBO’S PREVIOUS ESTIMATES 

OF THE ACA’S EFFECTS ON LABOR MARKETS 
CBO’s estimate that the ACA will reduce 

aggregate labor compensation in the econ-
omy by about 1 percent over the 2017–2024 pe-
riod—compared with what would have oc-
curred in the absence of the act—is substan-
tially larger than the estimate the agency 
issued in August 2010. At that time, CBO es-
timated that, once it was fully implemented, 
the ACA would reduce the use of labor by 
about one-half of a percent. That measure of 
labor use was calculated in dollar terms, rep-
resenting the change in aggregate labor com-
pensation that would result. Thus it can be 
compared with the reduction in aggregate 
compensation that CBO now estimates to re-
sult from the act (rather than with the pro-
jected decline in the number of hours 
worked). 

The increase in that estimate primarily re-
flects three factors: 

The revised estimate is based on a more de-
tailed analysis of the ACA that incorporates 
additional channels through which that law 
will affect labor supply. In particular, CBO’s 
2010 estimate did not include an effect on 
labor supply from the employer penalty and 
the resulting reduction in wages (as the 
costs of that penalty are passed on to work-
ers), and it did not include an effect from en-
couraging part-year workers to delay return-
ing to work in order to retain their insur-
ance subsidies. 

CBO has analyzed the findings of several 
studies published since 2010 concerning the 
impact of provisions of the ACA (or similar 
policy initiatives) on labor markets. In par-
ticular, studies of past expansions or con-
tractions in Medicaid eligibility for childless 
adults have pointed to a larger effect on 
labor supply than CBO had estimated pre-
viously. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had an inter-
esting conversation today. We have 
talked about the 40-hour workweek and 
what was established back in the 1930s 

under the New Deal, how it switched 
then under ObamaCare to a bad deal. 
Thirty hours is considered now full- 
time employment. 

Now we talk about Mr. YOUNG’s bill, 
H.R. 2575, that will be a good deal for 
American workers; actually gives them 
back those 25 percent of the hours that 
they were going to lose each week. 

Now, we can play ring around the 
rosy with this and talk about who 
doesn’t like whom and how these ter-
rible, terrible businessowners don’t go 
to church, they don’t have a heart, 
they don’t seem to worship anywhere, 
but they want to make sure that they 
take advantage of their very associates 
with whom they have a close relation-
ship. 

I can just tell you, after being in 
business my entire life—I am the son of 
a parts picker from a General Motors 
warehouse, a guy who worked his fin-
gers to the bone to have something. I 
have got to tell you, it is really impor-
tant, though, sometimes to step out of 
this room and go out into the market-
place and sit down with people who ac-
tually sit across the desk from some-
body and hire them. There is no great-
er thrill for an employer than to be 
able to tell somebody: You know what? 
We are going to bring you on our team. 
You are going to be able to work with 
us. You are going to have wages that 
can support your family, plan for the 
future, do things that you never 
thought you were going to do, and you 
can do that because of a job. 

Then, suddenly, because the numbers 
just weren’t working for ObamaCare— 
and as the President says all too often, 
it is just the arithmetic—we are going 
to do something that makes it work for 
us, not for you, but for us. We are going 
to make full-time employment 30 
hours. We are going to take 25 percent 
of your workweek away from you, and 
we are going to say it is 30 hours now. 
And now we say to these people who 
have a great association and a great re-
lationship with the people they work 
with every day, because the success of 
the business is also the success of the 
employee, we are dividing these people 
and making them enemies in the mar-
ketplace. You don’t need to do that. 

But only in this great House and only 
in this great town and only in the place 
that is so out of touch with everyday 
America can we stand up and make 
these statements and think that they 
stick. 

2.6 million people are affected by this 
in a very negative, negative way. They 
are going to lose jobs and they are 
going to lose hours. It is not the fault 
of the employer because he is trying to 
make his model work. It is the fault of 
the government who works at such 
great deficits that people can’t even 
begin to understand what it is. 

My little 9-year-old grandson says to 
me all the time when he looks at these 
things: Grandpa, it just doesn’t make 
sense. A child can get it, but we can’t 
get it. And in a time when we need to 
be more united than ever as a country, 

as we make our way back through a 
very tough time, we need to stand to-
gether on these things. 

What I have heard since I got here is: 
You guys just don’t like this Afford-
able Care Act. Help us make it work. 

So we said: Why don’t we give people 
full-time employment, 40 hours again? 

That is not the kind of help we want. 
That doesn’t fit our narrative. Don’t 
you get it? 

So we stand here today and we have 
this debate. I told you how the New 
Deal got replaced by the bad deal, and 
I also told you how this bad deal is 
going to get replaced by a good deal by 
Mr. YOUNG. H.R. 2575, that is going to 
help America get back to work. 

Honestly, if that is not why we are 
here today, if that is not what our 
main purpose is, why are we here? 
What are we doing? Why do we con-
tinue to spin this so much? 

Hardly any American can walk 
straight anymore because they get 
spun every day by a message from 
Washington. We continue to do it, and 
we continue to thump our chest and 
say we did good, we did really good. 

The lowest labor rate participation 
in 35 years in a country that has been 
so blessed by our Creator that the rest 
of the world looks at us and says: What 
in the world are you doing? What is 
holding you back? You have every 
asset you could possibly want. You 
have great workers. You have great en-
ergy sources. 

We have sources of energy that would 
last for several decades, several cen-
turies. Great, great abundance and af-
fordable and accessible energy, but we 
hold back on it. We have assets that 
make sense to everybody in the world 
but us. We have one-fifth of the world’s 
freshwater sitting right in our Great 
Lakes, and our production per acre ex-
ceeds anybody’s wildest dreams. We 
can have energy independence. We can 
feed ourselves, and we have drinking 
water. Everybody else in the world 
wants to have it. 

Let me just ask the gentleman and 
the rest of the Congress—listen, there 
are 435 of us—if it is really about get-
ting people back to work, let’s do 
things that make sense. Let’s not beat 
around the bush about some type of an 
ideological debate over what we are 
trying to do to each other. 

Forty hours a week was always con-
sidered full-time employment. It is just 
that simple. It is not hard to figure 
out. 

I can tell you, as an employer, having 
to let somebody go is the worst feeling 
you can ever have, and I do go to Mass 
every day, and I do pray about it every 
night, and I do pray about the future of 
this country. To suggest that anybody, 
any of the great employers we have and 
the job creators we have around this 
country are all somehow godless, 
heartless people who don’t have feel-
ings is absolutely absurd. 

And it is what continues to make it 
hard to come to this House every day 
and say: You know what? We are going 
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to fix this for America. We are going to 
get America back to work. We are 
going to do the right thing every day, 
in every way. 

No, that just doesn’t fly here. 
Well, we could go on with this for 

hours, Mr. Speaker. But I would just 
tell you this. Returning America to a 
40-hour workweek just makes sense. 
This is not a hard thing to figure out. 
If a 9-year-old child can understand it, 
why can’t the Congress of the United 
States? If we are truly going to turn 
this economy around, if we are truly 
going to get people back to work again, 
let’s make sure that we renew that 
great sense of dependency that we have 
on each other, not divide ourselves be-
tween those who don’t like you and 
those who do like you. 

By the way, Senator CRUZ’s poll, I 
know that the gentleman referred to 
several replies that had gone to that 
poll. There were 57,444 people that ac-
tually answered that poll, so I am sure 
there was probably some good stuff on 
there, too. 

But that is not my point. My point is 
we have an opportunity here in this 
House like no other place in the world. 
When something is wrong, we can fix 
it. 

I have heard from the time I came 
here the problem with a lot of these 
laws that are passed are the unin-
tended consequences. Well, let me tell 
you there may be unintended con-
sequences, but there are not uninsured 
people. There are not people out there 
that are not feeling the pain. There is 
a lot of pain out there right now. So 
the unintended consequences have cer-
tainly not been unpainful. 

You know the other thing? They are 
also not unfixable. Do you know we can 
fix this today? Do you know we can fix 
this and send it over to the Senate? Do 
you know we can make people go back 
to work, make their futures look 
brighter? Do you know we can do that 
in this House of Representatives? 

So forget about whether you are 
wearing a blue tie or a red tie. Forget 
about whether you have an R on your 
back or a D on your back, and start 
thinking about who you really rep-
resent, because each of us in our dis-
tricts represent not just Republicans, 
not just Democrats, but every single 
American. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 530, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the bill, as 
amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

motion to recommit at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. TAKANO. I am opposed in its 

current form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Takano moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 2575, to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendment: 

At the end of the bill add the following: 
SEC. 3. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
section 2 shall not take effect if it results in 
any of the following: 

(1) PROHIBITION ON LOSS OF WORK HOURS OR 
WAGES.—A reduction in hours worked, and 
subsequent loss of wages, in order to skirt 
requirements to help pay for employee 
health care costs. 

(2) ENSURING FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND A 
LOWER DEFICIT.—Any increase in the Federal 
deficit. 

(b) PROTECTING HEALTH INSURANCE FOR 
VETERANS AND WOUNDED WARRIORS.—The 
amendments made by section 2 shall not 
apply to veterans or their families. 

(c) BEING A WOMAN MUST NOT BE A PRE-EX-
ISTING CONDITION.—Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to authorize an employer to— 

(1) eliminate, weaken, or reduce health 
coverage benefits for current employees; 

(2) increase premiums or out-of-pocket 
costs; 

(3) deny coverage based on pre-existing 
conditions; or 

(4) discriminate against women in health 
insurance coverage, including by— 

(A) charging women more for their health 
care than men; 

(B) limiting coverage for pregnancy and 
post-natal care; or 

(C) restricting coverage of preventive 
health services, such as mammograms and 
contraception. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California is recognized for 5 minutes 
in support of his motion. 

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans need to get with the pro-
gram. It is over. Their sorry attempts 
to dismantle the Affordable Care Act 
must come to an end. My Republican 
colleagues have become so desperate to 
repeal the Affordable Care Act that 
they are willing to pass legislation 
that would increase the deficit by $74 
billion. 

I am not sure if they are aware, but 
this is a bill that violates their own 
budget rules and what they claim to be 
the foundation of their political philos-
ophy. But it is okay. I realize they may 
be caught up in their obsession to re-
peal the ACA. I am here to help my 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 

My final amendment prohibits their 
bill from taking effect if it results in 
an increase in the deficit or if employ-
ers begin to reduce hours or wages for 
workers. My final amendment would 
also protect veterans from the harmful 
impact of this legislation, and would 
prohibit employers from raising pre-
miums or denying coverage to women. 

No longer is being a woman a pre-
existing condition. Before the Afford-
able Care Act, women paid 48 percent 
more for health insurance than men. 
Those days are over and done with. We 
should not go back to them. 

Earlier this week, it was announced 
that more than 7 million Americans 

have signed up for private health cov-
erage. That is in addition to the 3 mil-
lion who are able to stay on their par-
ents’ plans until they are age 26 and 
the millions more who are receiving 
Medicaid for the first time. 

But according to the nonpartisan 
Congressional Budget Office, the bill 
before us today would cause 1 million 
workers to lose their employer-spon-
sored health coverage. A great number 
of Americans finally have access to af-
fordable coverage. Now is not the time 
to take a step back. Here is proof. A 
resident in my district named Karrie 
Brooks wrote to me, saying: 

The individual coverage that I could afford 
as a healthy 54-year-old woman has been $418 
a month, with a $5,000 deductible. Yes, this 
would keep me from going under in an emer-
gency, but I avoided going to the doctor, 
mostly for the fear that if I used the insur-
ance my policy might be canceled. I found 
myself skipping annual physicals and mam-
mograms, labs, et cetera, because of the 
$1,200 tab. I was on a continual quest for 
something better and more secure. 

She goes on to say: 
Recently, Anthem let me know that I 

would have to change to a compliant plan. 
The plan they suggested to me is similar to 
what I had, but it will cost me $53 less a 
month. Yes, less. Most important, I know I 
cannot be canceled. 

I might mention that the annual 
physical exams, mammograms and 
other preventative services that Ms. 
Brooks once avoided are now provided 
at no cost to patients under all health 
plans. 

The Affordable Care Act is a law that 
millions of Americans like Ms. Brooks 
have embraced and benefited from. 
Why would anyone want to take that 
away? Do we really want to go back to 
the days when insurance companies 
had free rein to do as they pleased? Do 
we really want to go back to the days 
when one illness or one accident could 
completely bankrupt your family? Do 
we really want to go back to the days 
when premiums skyrocketed year after 
year with no end in sight? 

My Republican friends, this addiction 
to repealing the ACA is not doing any-
one any good. We need an intervention 
here. This is a safe place. Stop standing 
on the wrong side of history. Let’s 
move on. Let’s accept that the Afford-
able Care Act is the law of the land and 
get back to being a productive legisla-
tive body. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
motion to recommit, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

b 1445 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, let me just 
make one thing really clear. The legis-
lation before the House is really to ad-
dress the problems of ObamaCare, 
which have reduced hours and reduced 
wages for workers in America. 
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If you really cared about the loss of 

work hours, which this motion pur-
ports to do, you vote for this bill be-
cause it is ObamaCare that is causing 
workers to go from 40 to 30 hours. If 
you really cared about the deficit—and 
we know what ObamaCare does in the 
long term; it increases the deficit 
hugely—you would support this bill so 
that you can get a job, a job that you 
can work 40 hours, so that you can in-
crease your income. And then you can 
pay taxes on that income, and then our 
economy and our country will be better 
off, and the American Dream won’t be 
in jeopardy. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this motion 
to recommit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage of the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 191, nays 
232, not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 155] 

YEAS—191 

Barber 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 

Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Horsford 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 

Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 

Peters (MI) 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 

Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—232 

Aderholt 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 

Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McAllister 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 

Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—8 

Castor (FL) 
Lankford 
Lynch 

Murphy (PA) 
Payne 
Salmon 

Waxman 
Young (AK) 

b 1510 

Messrs. BROOKS of Alabama, 
CHABOT, GINGREY of Georgia, and 
Mrs. HARTZLER changed their vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
MEEKS, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CARTER 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 
MOMENT OF SILENCE AND PRAYER FOR THE 

FORT HOOD SHOOTING VICTIMS, THEIR FAMI-
LIES, AND THE COMMUNITY 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
afternoon, tragedy struck the heart of 
Texas at Fort Hood, which we know as 
‘‘The Great Place.’’ A gunman whose 
motives we do not understand took the 
lives of three American soldiers and 
wounded 16 more before taking his own 
life. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, this is 
not the first time Fort Hood has had to 
endure a tragedy like this. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with 
the victims, their families, and the 
Fort Hood community. We pray for a 
speedy recovery to the wounded and ex-
tend our deepest condolences to the 
friends and families of those soldiers 
who lost their lives. 

We stand ready to provide any and 
all assistance we can to support Fort 
Hood, the soldiers serving there, and 
the surrounding community. 

Now I yield to my good friend and 
colleague and ally in supporting this 
incredible community which we both 
have the honor to represent, Congress-
man WILLIAMS. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, it is 
said that all give some, and some give 
their all. Once again, we have seen 
tragedy at Fort Hood, ‘‘The Great 
Place,’’ and already we are witnessing 
the strength and resilience of a com-
munity of brave men and women who 
not only serve our country overseas in 
enemy territory, but right here at 
home on military posts around the Na-
tion. 

Our prayers are with the fallen 
troops, those who were injured and are 
still in recovery, and the families of all 
those involved. Our thoughts are with 
the entire Fort Hood community and 
great leadership team under General 
Milley as they stand together and push 
through this tough time. We will con-
tinue praying for the excellent medical 
team assisting the injured. 

And perhaps most importantly, we 
will not forget the troops whose lives 
were lost yesterday. The best and the 
brightest is what we offer at Fort 
Hood. Their service and sacrifice are an 
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inspiration reminding us that America 
doesn’t give because it is rich, America 
is rich because it gives, and it has 
given us all of those we honor today. 

May God bless all of the Fort Hood 
community during this time, and may 
God bless America. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, I would like to ask the House to 
join me in a moment of silence and 
hopefully prayer for the Fort Hood 
community and all those families of 
the injured and dead at Fort Hood 
today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All 
present rise for a moment of silence. 

Without objection, 5-minute voting 
will continue. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 179, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 156] 

AYES—248 

Aderholt 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 

Delaney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallego 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 

Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McAllister 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 

Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 

Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 

Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—179 

Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 

Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Horsford 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 

O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (MI) 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—4 

Castor (FL) 
Lankford 

Lynch 
Salmon 

b 1521 
So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 217 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to remove my name as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 217. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
f 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SE-
CURITY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on 
Homeland Security: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, April 1, 2014. 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER, 
The Capitol, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: I wanted to in-
form you that today I am resigning from the 
Homeland Security Committee. I appreciate 
your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
TULSI GABBARD, 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 
f 

RESIGNATIONS AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RE-
SOURCES AND COMMITTEE ON 
HOMELAND SECURITY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following resigna-
tions as a member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources and the Committee 
on Homeland Security: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
4th District, Nevada, April 1, 2014. 

JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER, I am writing to 
step down from my current assignments on 
the House Natural Resources Committee and 
the House Homeland Security Committee, 
allowing me to fill the current vacancy on 
the House Financial Services Committee. 

It has been an honor to serve on both of 
these committees, and I look forward to con-
tinuing my work on behalf of the people of 
Nevada’s 4th Congressional District. 

Sincerely, 
STEVEN A. HORSFORD, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignations are accept-
ed. 

There was no objection. 
f 

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN 
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Democratic Caucus, I 
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offer a privileged resolution (H. Res. 
537) and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 537 

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of 
Representatives: 

(1) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—Ms. 
Gabbard. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES.—Mr. 
Horsford. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

IOWA’S NATIONAL GUARD 

(Mr. BRALEY of Iowa asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Speak-
er, last month, after proposed cuts to 
the Iowa National Guard, I asked 
Iowans for their comments and stories 
about the impact the Guard has had on 
their lives. Today, I will be turning 
those responses in to Secretary Hagel 
and the Pentagon to make sure that 
the Pentagon hears, not just from me, 
but from the Iowans who have seen the 
tremendous good done by the Iowa Na-
tional Guard. I want to share several of 
the responses I will be turning in. 

Donna from Ankeny, who has a neph-
ew in the Guard, told me: 

The National Guard is an investment in 
our safety and security, but it is also an in-
vestment in many young people—a huge em-
ployer. 

Nancy from Dubuque, Iowa, wrote: 
Not only do they fight for our country 

overseas, but they do so much for our coun-
try, such as helping with the floods in Iowa 
or with the aftermath of 9/11 in New York. 
The National Guard is an important part of 
our safety at home and abroad. 

These are just some of the hundreds 
of responses I have received, and I am 
submitting many of these for the 
RECORD. 

The Iowa National Guard served the 
longest deployment of any combat unit 
in Iraq. They came back and helped 
deal with the most powerful tornado in 
the United States that hit my district 
in 2008 and the worst flooding in our 
State’s history, and that is why we 
shouldn’t cut their funding. 

The following individuals also indicated 
that they do not support the Pentagon mak-
ing cuts to the National Guard to reduce 
spending: 

Kevin Burke—Grimes, IA; John Moore— 
Grinnell, IA; Kathryn Bly—Grinnell, IA; 
Jacob Knott—Liscomb, IA; Chris Brodin— 
Marshalltown, IA; Bing McHone— 
Marshalltown, IA; Carolyn Peters—Montour, 
IA; Rachael Johnson—Rhodes, IA; Bonnie 
Coble—Rhodes, IA; Darlene Eckhart—State 
Center, IA; Nancy Croy—Des Moines, IA; 
Deborah Mikelson—Des Moines, IA. 

Julia Taylor—Urbandale, IA; Rob Maser— 
Urbandale, IA; David Bryant—Mason City, 
IA; Stacy Baumgartner—Joice, IA; Hope 
Hartwig—Manly, IA; Sloane Morrow—Fort 

Dodge, IA; Londa Dawkins—Ackley, IA; 
Dawn Shepard—Aplington, IA; James Mee-
han—Cedar Falls, IA; Emilee Leonard—Cedar 
Falls, IA; Barb Hazen—Cedar Falls, IA; Kris-
tine Grummitt—Cedar Falls, IA. 

Janet Nieman—Cedar Falls, IA; Suman 
Kandula—Cedar Falls, IA; Lance Dewein— 
Denver, IA; Randy William’s—Dike, IA; Pa-
tricia Ohrt—Fairbank, IA; Merle Wilson— 
Fairbank, IA; Raymond Rich—Fairbank, IA; 
Glen Hockemeyer—Grundy Center, IA; Ron-
ald Crooks—LaPorte City, IA; Juanita 
Vanlaninghan—Independence, IA; Todd 
Marsh—Jesup, IA. 

Dave Smith—Hudson, IA; Mary Brown— 
LaPorte City, IA; Eugene Knoploh—Sumner, 
IA; Steve Smothers—Oelwein, IA; RaeLynn 
Osmanski—Plainfield, IA; Maggie 
Monaghan—Masonville, IA; Myron 
Dinsdale—Traer, IA; Jeffry Traeger—Wa-
verly, IA; James Campbell—Waverly, IA; 
Pam Hogan—Winthrop, IA; Rebecca Hurd— 
Westgate, IA; Verilyn Savage—Waverly, IA; 
Wesley Pilkington—Waterloo, IA; Suzanne 
Rigdon—Waterloo, IA. 

Thomas Richter—Waterloo, IA; Duwayne 
Gray—Waterloo, IA; Lisa Goedken—Water-
loo, IA; Sharon Holdiman—Waterloo, IA; La-
verne Bovy—Waterloo, IA; Myles Douglass— 
Waterloo, IA; Tom Robinson—Waterloo, IA; 
Megan Troyer—Waterloo, IA; Nathan 
Heyerhoff—Waterloo, IA; Cindy Heyerhoff— 
Waterloo, IA; Debra Floyd—Waterloo, IA; 
Steve Lumsden—Waterloo, IA; Mary 
Klingaman—Waterloo, IA. 

January Matney—Waterloo, IA; George 
DeBord—Evansdale, IA; Terrence Martin— 
Sioux City, IA; Vonda Maggert—George, IA; 
Janice Thompson—Council Bluffs, IA; 
Maureen Barry—Dubuque, IA; Jason Peter-
son—Dubuque, IA; Chad Streff—Dubuque, IA; 
Marie Therese Coleman—Dubuque, IA; 
Stacey Moore—Dubuque, IA; Galen Smith— 
Dubuque, IA; Rich Hatcher—Dubuque, IA; 
Betty Kilburg—Bellevue, IA; Joe 
Manternach—Cascade, IA. 

Marji Franzen—Delmar, IA; Neal 
Franzen—Delmar, IA; Susan Konzen— 
Dyersville, IA; Sally Knepper—Farley, IA; 
Geralyn Torkelson—Elkader, IA; Jeanette 
Kremer—Epworth, IA; Paul Kremer— 
Epworth, IA; James Bergin—Epworth, IA; 
Jason Heisler—Dyersville, IA; Wayne 
Frantzen—Maquoketa, IA; Kathy Dolan— 
Manchester, IA; Kathryn Guilgot—Man-
chester, IA; Randy Smith—Manchester, IA. 

Lois Eads—Maquoketa, IA; Hannah 
Davison—Maquoketa, IA; Michael Cahill— 
Farley, IA; Michael Cline—Decorah, IA; 
Doris Engen—Decorah, IA; John Meyer— 
Decorah, IA; Dean Beinborn—Decorah, IA; 
Rick Cameron—Calmar, IA; Lucille 
Severson—Clermont, IA; Galen Kelly—Fay-
ette, IA; Jane Regan—Harpers Ferry, IA; Mi-
chael Froehlich—Marquette, IA; Lisa 
McDanel—Protivin, IA; Kay Carter— 
Waukon, IA. 

Donna Oltmann—Anamosa, IA; Jason 
Schwendinger—Anamosa, IA; Sarah George— 
Center Point, IA; Katy Diltz—Coggon, IA; 
Mona Reilly—Coggon, IA; Terri Staner— 
Delhi, IA; Pat Cook—Fairfax, IA; Robert Ar-
buckle—Iowa City, IA; Dwight Felling— 
Marengo, IA; Deb Conner—Marion, IA; Kath-
ryn Baclet—Marion, IA; Dennis Lewis—Mon-
ticello, IA; Jay Currie—Mount Vernon, IA. 

Scott McKnight—North Liberty, IA; Shi-
loh Herr—Palo, IA; Lynn Kramer—Robins, 
IA; Diana Muchmore—Rowley, IA; Steve 
Cavanaugh—Cedar Rapids, IA; Annette 
Rink—Cedar Rapids, IA; Greg Sohl—Cedar 
Rapids, IA; Larry Freese—Cedar Rapids, IA; 
Bill Crosser—Cedar Rapids, IA; Justin 
Kratts—Cedar Rapids, IA; Tim Watson— 
Cedar Rapids, IA; Sheree Martinez—Cedar 
Rapids, IA; Larry Donaldson—Cedar Rapids, 
IA; Joseph Berry—Cedar Rapids, IA. 

Michael Graves—Cedar Rapids, IA; Andrew 
Kidd—Cedar Rapids, IA; David Owens—Cedar 

Rapids, IA; Marcus Beebe—Cedar Rapids, IA; 
Kathy Tedesco—Cedar Rapids, IA; Tom Mil-
ler—Cedar Rapids, IA; Tony Schmidt—Cedar 
Rapids, IA; David Farland—Cedar Rapids, IA; 
Danielle Ellickson—Cedar Rapids, IA; Thom-
as High—Cedar Rapids, IA; Janette 
Benzing—Cedar Rapids, IA; Garnett 
Helming—Cedar Rapids, IA; Patti Sampson— 
Cedar Rapids, IA. 

Jim Doerzman—Bettendorf, IA; James 
Stopulos—Bettendorf, IA; Jeanette White— 
Bettendorf, IA; Rick Seibel—Buffalo, IA; 
Renee Williams—Camanche, IA; Carla 
Edfors—Clinton, IA; Suzanne Reed— 
Eldridge, IA; Paul Fahrenkrug—McCausland, 
IA; Carolyn Kemper—Muscatine, IA; Edith 
Koehn—Davenport, IA; Sandra Davis—Dav-
enport, IA; Roger Hutchison—Davenport, IA; 
Ron Huber—Davenport, IA. 

Margaret Raibley—Davenport, IA; Kent 
Dexter—Davenport, IA; Sharon Carlson— 
Davenport, IA; Bekky Anderson—Davenport, 
IA; Jeanna Wonio—Davenport, IA; George 
Rasmussen—Davenport, IA; Jeffrey Arthur— 
Westgate, IA; Romaine Pickart—Dubuque, 
IA; Ann Schooley—Cedar Rapids, IA; Brenda 
Klenk—Hudson, IA; Sarah Croft—Pensacola, 
FL; Paul Olds—Gulf Port, MS. 

f 

CUBAN PEOPLE DESERVE 
FREEDOM 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, there has been a lot of misinforma-
tion today about the Cuban Twitter 
program. This is not a secret program. 
Cuba democracy programs are public. 

Both USAID and State publicly put 
out requests for proposals from dif-
ferent NGOs or private businesses to 
administer and implement our Cuba 
democracy programs. 

The objective of these programs is to 
provide greater access to information 
to those suffering under the repressive 
regime. The Cuban dictatorship con-
trols, censors, and blocks information 
going into the island to deny Cubans 
the ability to hear about world events 
or about the human rights violations 
occurring throughout the island in 
their very own country. 

The funds help provide technology- 
based training to get through—to cut 
through the censorship of the Castro 
brothers. Our goal is to stimulate new 
ideas to help the Cuban people tackle 
pressing issues such as human rights 
abuses. 

These new technology programs are 
also aimed at reaching out to the 
Cuban youth to share experiences and 
provide them with the tools to build 
their capacity for grassroots orga-
nizing to promote democracy, liberty, 
and freedom. The Cuban people deserve 
freedom. 

f 

SAVE AMERICAN WORKERS ACT 
LESSENS BURDEN 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, businesses across the 
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country have stopped hiring, and mil-
lions of Americans are beginning to see 
less take-home pay as a result of the 
Affordable Care Act’s 30-hour work-
week requirement. 

That is the crux of the problem with 
the Affordable Care Act, Madam 
Speaker. The law’s burdensome em-
ployer requirements dissuade busi-
nesses from expanding and encourage 
shifting current workers from full to 
part-time work. 

Congress should be advancing poli-
cies to expand employment opportuni-
ties, especially during tough economic 
times, rather than undercutting the 
ability of Americans to earn more. 

This is the reason that the House 
today passed H.R. 2575, the Save Amer-
ican Workers Act, legislation that will 
allow businesses the opportunity to ex-
pand workers’ hours by redefining full- 
time employees under the Affordable 
Care Act and reverting back to the tra-
ditional 40-hour workweek definition. 

The Save American Workers Act will 
lessen the burden being imposed on em-
ployers and help to increase wages so 
that Americans, especially those with 
limited means, can better provide for 
their families. 

f 

b 1530 

GLOBAL BATTLE AGAINST 
ALZHEIMER’S DISEASE 

(Ms. FRANKEL of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I want to thank the British 
Embassy for including me in an ex-
change program with scientists, policy 
leaders, and members of the British 
Parliament who are on the front lines 
of our global battle against Alz-
heimer’s disease. 

Alzheimer’s attacks our oldest popu-
lation, stripping our grandparents of 
their memory and their dignity, and 
placing debilitating stress on devoted 
caretakers. 

Forty-four million worldwide and 5 
million right here in America are af-
fected. In fact, an American develops 
Alzheimer’s disease every 68 seconds, 
which means by the time I finish this 
speech someone in our country will 
have this heartbreaking disease. 

Through the Affordable Care Act and 
the National Alzheimer’s Project Act, 
Congress and President Obama have 
taken important steps to address this 
growing crisis. It is a moral and eco-
nomic imperative that we continue to 
escalate our efforts. 

f 

THE PRESIDENT’S PEP RALLY 
SPEECH ON OBAMACARE 

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
the head cheerleader in charge held a 
pep rally this week. Standing in front 

of a boisterous pep squad of bureau-
crats from HHS and Democrats who 
support ObamaCare, the President de-
clared his mission accomplished. 

However, not there and not invited 
were millions who had lost their plans 
and lost their doctors that the Presi-
dent promised that they could keep. 
Many citizens have seen their health 
insurance costs rise, their deductibles 
increase, and their coverage decrease, 
and they weren’t there either. 

One single mom in my district wrote 
me that she had to send her son off to 
live with her parents because she could 
no longer afford to support him due to 
the rise in her health care costs under 
ObamaCare. She wasn’t there either. 

But the President declared the de-
bate over repealing ObamaCare is over. 
Not so fast, Mr. President. College pep 
rally campaigning in front of a hand-
picked audience won’t change the fact 
that ObamaCare is bad medicine for 
America. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

WAGNER). The Chair would remind 
Members to direct their remarks to the 
Chair. 

f 

SEXUAL ASSAULT AWARENESS 
MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. REED) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of my Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, I thank 

my colleagues that have joined me this 
evening to talk about an issue that is 
very personal to me and I think some-
thing that we need to discuss across 
America in an open and honest fashion. 

Madam Speaker, this month, April, is 
Sexual Assault Awareness Month. I am 
joined with many of my colleagues 
here today to discuss the issue of sex-
ual assault, domestic violence and, in 
particular, a national effort that we 
have become familiar with in our office 
and in my household called the NO 
MORE campaign. NO MORE is a group 
that is represented by numerous enti-
ties across the country that are coming 
together to say ‘‘no more’’ to sexual 
assault and domestic violence. 

Madam Speaker, you may recall I 
came to this floor of this Chamber 
back on March 14 and I discussed the 
issue of NO MORE Week at that point 
in time. I shared my family’s personal 
story that moved us in our household— 
my wife, my brother, my sister, my 11 
older brothers and sisters—to say ‘‘no 
more.’’ 

Madam Speaker, over the last year 
and a half, we dealt with a situation 
where my niece was raped. I will tell 
you, going through that experience, it 
is time to say ‘‘no more.’’ 

I just am humbled to see the out-
pouring of support that my colleagues 
are showing me this evening and com-
ing together to say we need to talk 
about sexual assault, we need to talk 
about domestic violence across the 
country. We can’t be shameful, we 
can’t hide any longer. We need to stand 
with the victims and say this isn’t 
something that is just going to be 
brushed aside and there are going to be 
excuses of, well, she wanted it or they 
deserved it or they were drinking, and 
therefore it is okay. ‘‘No more,’’ 
Madam Speaker, no more to sexual as-
sault and domestic violence. 

Earlier today, my colleague across 
the aisle, GWEN MOORE, and I intro-
duced a resolution supporting the goals 
and ideas of April as Sexual Assault 
Awareness and Prevention Month. I am 
glad to see that we are coming to-
gether in this Chamber on a bipartisan 
basis to identify this issue, speak about 
this issue, and coming together to 
solve this critical problem for Ameri-
cans across the Nation. 

Also, I just wanted to say, from this 
personal experience as a husband, as a 
father of a beautiful girl who is 15, the 
uncle of my beautiful niece who went 
through this horrific situation, that we 
just can’t express enough how horrific 
and tragic sexual assault is when it 
comes to families, young men and 
women, just men and women across the 
country, and I stand here today to say 
‘‘no more.’’ 

With that, I yield to the gentle-
woman from West Virginia (Mrs. CAP-
ITO), my good colleague, to speak on 
this important issue. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
for bringing highlight to an issue that 
we all feel a certain sadness that has to 
be highlighted. I am sorry for his per-
sonal tragedy for his niece, and I wish 
her much healing and a bright future 
for her. 

I rise today to, too, speak, as he did, 
about April as Sexual Assault Aware-
ness Month. 

As we know, sexual assault can hap-
pen to anyone, regardless of gender, 
age, race, or religion, and it is always 
heartbreaking. Those are the ones that 
we actually hear about. Many go unre-
ported. So we must say ‘‘no more,’’ no 
more to sexual assault and the culture 
of silence and shame. 

One in six women in this country 
have been sexually assaulted, most by 
someone they know. Hence, the area of 
deeply troubling behaviors in the realm 
of domestic violence. 

College women have an even higher 
rate of sexual victimization than most 
women in the United States. Our col-
leges and universities can and must 
play an important role in stopping sex-
ual assault and joining this campaign 
in April by saying ‘‘no more’’ to sexual 
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assault. This must be a priority in 
every college campus in America. 

As a mother of a daughter and now a 
grandmother of a daughter and also 
two sons who were lucky enough to go 
to college, I want to make sure that 
when they are on those college cam-
puses they are safe and that they know 
how to get help and that they know 
how to recognize the signals that they 
might be getting into trouble. 

Many of those affected with sexual 
assault struggle with depression, drug 
and alcohol abuse, or even thoughts of 
suicide. We have to make sure that 
they know they are not to blame and 
that help is available. 

So many people care. Local organiza-
tions, like the local Charleston YWCA, 
which runs the Resolve Family Abuse 
Program, with which I was an active 
board member for many years, they 
stand ready to help. They have coun-
seling programs, they have residential 
programs, they have programs for 
batterers, programs to try to alleviate 
the scourge of domestic violence. 

We in Congress have passed laws to 
provide Federal funding for programs 
and organizations to help women seek-
ing help from domestic abuse, stalking, 
and sexual assault. 

I will continue to work to help the 
men and women affected by these hei-
nous crimes and am proud to stand 
here today and say ‘‘no more’’ to sex-
ual assault. 

Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentlelady from West Virginia for 
her words and offer of support. 

At this time, Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
COSTA), a good friend from the other 
side of the aisle, the cochair of the Vic-
tims’ Rights Caucus. 

Mr. COSTA. Madam Speaker, as a co-
chairman of the Crime Victims Caucus, 
along with our good friend and col-
league Congressman TED POE, our cau-
cus wants to join in this effort to say 
‘‘no more.’’ The Crime Victims Caucus 
is active in a host of different areas, 
and this is one that deserves our atten-
tion. 

As we mark the National Sexual As-
sault Awareness Month, we must re-
member that every day millions are 
struggling with the aftermath of sexual 
assault. We remember the survivors, 
and we honor the advocates who sup-
port them. 

Awareness and action can help end 
the cycle of sexual assault and domes-
tic violence. One in five women in this 
country, sadly, are raped over the 
course of their lifetime, and half of all 
women will experience some type of 
sexual assault. These are horrific, hor-
rific numbers. These are our sisters, 
our mothers, and our wives. 

We must act. Millions of victims are 
not receiving the assistance they need, 
and Congress must act. A national sur-
vey in 2013 showed that 75 percent of 
the rape crisis centers have lost fund-
ing, resulting in layoffs and reduced 
services and program closures when, in 
fact, we need 24/7 service for this very, 

very important matter. Those numbers 
mean communities with shuttered 
emergency shelters that could have 
helped women and men find safe haven 
are no longer available. We must do 
better. 

That is why, I along with many of my 
colleagues here today, are fighting to 
raise the cap on the Crime Victims 
Fund that is one of the top priorities of 
the Victims’ Rights Caucus. More than 
80 Members of Congress signed our bi-
partisan legislation. Congressman TED 
POE and I carried a letter to the Appro-
priations Committee urging them to 
raise the cap to $1.5 billion from its 
current level of $745 million. This fund 
is oversubscribed. 

The fact of the matter is this fund 
does not contain one ounce of taxpayer 
dollars. It is, in fact, ill-gotten gains 
by criminals of all kinds in which those 
ill-gotten gains are confiscated and 
placed in this restitution fund that 
President Reagan signed into law in 
1981 with then a Democratic-controlled 
Congress. So we must raise these funds. 

The Crime Victims Fund provides 
money for our domestic violence shel-
ters that provide shelter for families 
and women and children who are vic-
tims of domestic violence. It funds rape 
crisis centers and child abuse treat-
ment centers and programs. 

We must fund the rape prevention 
and education fund that provides mon-
eys to our States in order to support 
this very important issue of rape pre-
vention and education programs con-
ducted by these rape crisis centers, sex-
ual assault coalitions, and other non-
profit organizations that are attempt-
ing to educate to help to assist and to 
be there when these victims are vio-
lated by this most horrific crime. 

Awareness, education, and empower-
ment, we all have a role to play in 
combating the sexual assault. That is 
why we are honoring those this month. 
Until we eliminate sexual assault and 
domestic violence and rape, we must 
continue to educate people on where to 
seek help when tragedy strikes. Sur-
vivors must know that they are not 
alone, and it is not their fault, and that 
there is help and that we care so that 
they can come out of the shadows and 
live a productive life. 

In closing, it is our job and solemn 
promise here in Congress to guarantee 
that there is help for every victim in 
our country. ‘‘No more’’ to sexual as-
sault. 

Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for his 
kind words. What I will say is, it is 
awareness, education, and empower-
ment. 

With that, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas, Judge POE, a good friend 
and cochair of the Victims’ Rights Cau-
cus. 

b 1545 
Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding time, 
and I thank him for having this Special 
Order regarding the dastardly crime of 
sexual assault. 

I also want to thank my friend Mr. 
COSTA from California for his work. We 
serve as cochairs on the Victims’ 
Rights Caucus, and it is a caucus that 
does exactly what it says. We promote 
and advocate on behalf of crime vic-
tims throughout in the country here 
legislatively. 

Mr. COSTA, as some of you may know 
his history from California and he was 
the author of the Three Strikes, You’re 
Out law that many States now have 
adopted. It is good law, and I want to 
commend him for his work on the cau-
cus and also his comments. 

Madam Speaker, I spent all my ca-
reer before I came to Congress at the 
criminal courts building in Houston, 
first as a prosecutor and then about 22 
years as a criminal court judge. I heard 
about 25,000 cases as a judge. I heard a 
lot as a prosecutor. All of those cases 
dealt with people, not just the defend-
ant, but the victims of crime as well. 

I would like to talk about just one 
person. It happened a long time ago in 
a case I prosecuted. I am going to 
change the names to protect the pri-
vacy of the family of the victim. This 
young student went to one of our 
schools in Houston, Texas. She is work-
ing in the daytime, went to night 
school to get a second degree. She is 
driving home on one of our freeways at 
night. She had car trouble. She pulled 
over to a service station, looking for 
some help because all the lights had 
come on. 

She gets out of the car and she 
talked to a person that she thought 
was a service station attendant. Billy 
Smith wasn’t a service station attend-
ant. He was just hanging around. He 
pulls out a gun. He kidnaps Lucy and 
takes her to a remote place of our 
county. He did a lot of bad things to 
her, including beating her up and aban-
doning her, left her for dead. In fact, 
when he was later arrested by the 
Houston Police Department, he was 
mad that he hadn’t killed her. 

A remarkable lady. She recovered 
those physical wounds. Her medical 
needs were met. The bad guy was 
caught. I prosecuted him in front of a 
jury of 12 right-thinking Americans in 
Houston, and he was convicted of sex-
ual assault of Lucy and received the 
maximum sentence of 99 years in a 
Texas penitentiary. 

We would hope, as a society, that all 
would be well, life would go on, and 
good things would happen. That is not 
reality. That is not the world we live in 
now or then. Because when you deal 
with a victim of a sexual assault, they 
are a special person. Everything about 
their identity, in many cases, has been 
destroyed. In fact, defendants, I think, 
try to destroy the soul of sexual as-
sault victims. 

Lucy testified at that trial, but her 
life fell apart. She dropped out of 
school. In fact, she never went on that 
campus again. She lost her job, her 
husband. The kind of guy he was, he di-
vorced her and left her. She started 
using drugs, and she used drugs for a 
while. 
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Not too long after the trial was over 

with, I received a phone call from her 
mother telling me that Lucy had taken 
her life. And she left a note, and in 
that note she said: I am tired of run-
ning from Billy Smith in my night-
mares. You see, she got the death pen-
alty because she was a victim of crime, 
a real person. We would hope for the 
best. That is not reality. 

So we, as a society, have to under-
stand the plight of victims. When the 
crime is committed against them, it is 
not like a theft case. It is a personal 
crime. And some don’t make it; they 
don’t recover. And society needs to be 
there to help them, as Mr. COSTA says, 
to let them know they are not alone 
anymore, that we are on their side and 
we are going to do what we can to see 
that justice occurs in their case, be-
cause, Madam Speaker, justice is what 
we do in this country. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for the words. I am so 
pleased that this is a bipartisan Special 
Order, where Members from the other 
side of the aisle are joining us tonight 
to talk about the issue of sexual as-
sault, domestic violence, and us saying 
‘‘no more.’’ 

With that, I yield to my good friend 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the 
gentleman from New York for orga-
nizing this Special Order. 

Madam Speaker, today I join my col-
leagues in recognizing the importance 
of Sexual Assault Awareness Month. 
Sexual assault is far too prevalent in 
modern society. It is estimated one in 
five girls and one in twenty boys will 
be a victim of child sexual assault. 
Nearly a quarter of all women attend-
ing college will also become victims 
during their academic career. 

This issue has been a key issue for 
the Subcommittee on Crime, Ter-
rorism, Homeland Security, and Inves-
tigations, which I have the privilege to 
serve as ranking member. The sub-
committee is not only focused on in-
vestigating and prosecuting offenders, 
it also looks to provide law enforce-
ment with the necessary funding and 
resources and training to immediately 
help survivors beginning the healing 
process. 

Just yesterday, the full Judiciary 
Committee reported a bill that will re-
authorize the Debbie Smith Act. This 
will provide funding to reduce the DNA 
analysis backlog in our Nation’s lab-
oratories and speed up justice to vic-
tims of sexual assault. 

Debbie Smith is a constituent of 
mine, and the horror she endured while 
waiting 61⁄2 years for the DNA to be 
tested is beyond unacceptable. What is 
even more unacceptable is that during 
the time of delay, her attacker ab-
ducted and robbed two other women. If 
the DNA sample had been tested in a 
timely manner, it is almost certain 
that those two women would not have 
been victims of crime. The Debbie 
Smith Act helps ensure that we can 

bring perpetrators to justice more 
quickly and helps survivors on the road 
to recovery. 

Madam Speaker, during Sexual As-
sault Awareness Month, we need to 
focus on actions that we can take to 
reduce the incidence of sexual assault. 
For example, we have a profound re-
sponsibility to the children within our 
foster care system, and unfortunately 
we have found that those in foster care 
have experienced sexual assault at a 
much greater rate than average. Ensur-
ing safety is a responsibility that we 
have. 

Studies show that nearly 70 percent 
of children who fall victim to child sex-
ual trade are runaways from the foster 
care system. By the time they run 
away, they have already been molested 
or assaulted by either a family member 
or somebody in the foster care system. 

When we find children that are vic-
tims of sex trafficking, we must ensure 
that these children are treated as vic-
tims, not as criminals. A child cannot 
consent to sex. Sex with a child is rape 
and needs to be prosecuted as such. I 
urge my colleagues and my counter-
parts in the States to implement safe 
harbor laws so that victims of child sex 
trafficking are not victimized again 
when they encounter the law enforce-
ment officials. 

When rescued, efforts to support 
these children must be improved. These 
survivors require multidisciplinary 
care and resources that recognize the 
distinct and severe physical and psy-
chological harms inflicted on them. 

The potential for victimization does 
not end at childhood. The rates of cam-
pus sexual assault far exceed the rates 
during any time of a young person’s 
life. Most of the victims know their 
attackers. Colleges need to ensure the 
safety of those entrusted in their care. 
A recently established campus safety 
center can go a long way in setting up 
the protocols to both reduce sexual as-
sault for those on campuses and to 
properly respond when the assaults 
occur. 

Last year we reauthorized the Vio-
lence Against Women Act to ensure 
stronger protections for female victims 
of crime. Since its passage in 2000, the 
Victims of Trafficking and Violence 
Prevention Act has significantly in-
creased prosecutions of adult and child 
sex traffickers. 

We just recently, in the last few 
months, the new regulations under the 
Prison Rape Elimination Act has also 
gone a long way in reducing sexual as-
sault in our prisons. 

As I said before, prosecution of of-
fenders is a critical part of the equa-
tion, but it is not the only part. We 
need to ensure that we prevent such as-
saults from occurring in the first place 
and ensure that survivors are provided 
with the resources they need and sup-
port that they need. Strategies will 
evolve over time, but during Sexual As-
sault Awareness Month, we need to en-
courage actions to eliminate sexual as-
sault. 

Again, I thank the gentleman from 
New York for his support for this 
awareness month and for organizing 
this Special Order. 

Mr. REED. I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia for joining us. 

At this point in time, I would like to 
yield to a good friend of mine from the 
great State of North Carolina (Mrs. 
ELLMERS). 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Madam Speaker, 
thank you to the gentleman. And I 
would like to say thank you for helping 
out with this Special Order, being here, 
holding this Special Order along with 
Mr. COSTA as part of the caucus in this 
bipartisan effort. 

As you know and as we need to talk 
about with the American people, this is 
an issue that defies logic and it defies 
socioeconomic background. There are 
no barriers to sexual assault, human 
trafficking, violence, domestic vio-
lence. 

I will say, I recently met a young 
lady who was the victim of human traf-
ficking, not with sexual assault, but 
with labor, essentially. She was 
brought here to this country at the age 
of 3, and she was beaten every day by 
the woman that put herself forward as 
her mother, along with the two other 
young ladies that were brought here 
that she knew as her sisters. And until, 
I would say, 2007, she said every day 
that is what they endured, beatings by 
this woman that they referred to as 
Mom. 

The reason that the woman said that 
they can’t speak out and seek help was 
because they were brought here ille-
gally and they were illegal. So, you 
see, this problem is pervasive and it is 
one we have to deal with, and we are 
doing exactly what needs to be done. 

To my good friend from New York, 
thank you again for holding this, be-
cause we have to show the American 
people this is an issue we care about, 
this is an issue that we need to solve, 
and we need to work together for that 
effort. April being Sexual Assault 
Awareness Month is a perfect time for 
us to take part in this effort. 

I was very distressed to find out re-
cently that the county that I live in in 
North Carolina, Harnett County, as of 
2013, is the fifth highest county level of 
domestic-related homicide. That is not 
a number that I want to associate my-
self with in the very county in which I 
live. 

This month serves as an opportunity 
for all of us to unite on this issue, both 
Democrat, Republican, every Amer-
ican, to speak candidly about the prev-
alence of abuse and generate a much- 
needed change in our culture. Whether 
we are talking about our society, 
whether we are talking about those 
that are in the military, whether we 
are talking about those who come to 
this country for different purposes, we 
need to be a voice for all of those indi-
viduals. 

Sexual assault is a persistent prob-
lem. It affects both women and men 
and, again, as I pointed out, regardless 
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of socioeconomic status. To bring an 
end to this problem, we must equip 
young people with the knowledge and 
the resources needed to feel empow-
ered, ask questions, and seek support. 
Sexual Assault Awareness Month is 
about education and informing one an-
other so that we can bring about an 
end. 

It is time to speak up and raise 
awareness, and I hope all that are lis-
tening will help in this effort to sup-
port this effort. 

Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from North Carolina for 
coming today. I am pleased to yield to 
a good friend from the other side of the 
aisle to talk about this important issue 
of Sexual Assault Awareness Month 
and the NO MORE campaign. I can’t 
encourage people enough across Amer-
ica to go online, become aware of the 
NO MORE campaign, and the Sexual 
Assault Awareness Month. 

With that, I yield to my good friend 
from Florida (Ms. FRANKEL). 

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I am very honored to be here 
in a bipartisan manner to talk about a 
subject that we can all agree on, which 
is that freedom from sexual assault is a 
basic human right. It is not to be toler-
ated in any corner of society. And the 
issue is not talked about enough, so I 
am glad we are bringing it up today. 

I want to focus today on sexual as-
sault that is taking place at an alarm-
ing rate in a place that we would not 
expect, and that is it in our military. 

b 1600 
The reports of sexual assault in the 

military are mind-boggling. The De-
fense Department estimated that there 
were 26,000 sexual assaults in 2012. 
Those numbers are shocking, but this 
isn’t just about statistics. It is about 
real people. 

I want to share a story about one of 
my constituents. Elisha Morrow joined 
the Coast Guard at age 22. She started 
boot camp with so much pride and 
hope. She joined the Coast Guard be-
cause she believed deeply in their mis-
sion to save lives, which they do every 
day. 

Her hope turned to humiliation and 
sorrow as her company commander 
sexually harassed her with innuendos 
and advancements night after night. 
The commander became even more 
emboldened and eventually raped the 
female recruit. 

Shockingly, the commander was con-
victed of lesser charges of cruelty and 
maltreatment and adultery and not 
rape because the victim could not 
prove that her life wasn’t under phys-
ical threat and that she didn’t fear for 
her life. She had committed to his sex-
ual advances under command. 

The law did not take into account 
situations in which a superior abuses 
his or her position to take advantage of 
victims. That is not full justice. That 
is why the victim felt even more hu-
miliated. 

As a mother of a marine war veteran, 
when I heard this story, I knew I had to 

do something about it, and I want to 
thank my colleagues because we joined 
together when we passed the National 
Defense Authorization Act to direct 
the military to examine the need for a 
new definition of rape and sexual as-
sault in cases when someone abuses 
their position in command. 

No military recruit or servicemem-
ber should endure sexual abuse. Our 
sons and daughters put on the uniform 
to protect us, and now, we must pro-
tect them. 

So we have made some good progress, 
Madam Speaker, which I am proud of, 
but there is so much more to do. We 
have to be vigilant. 

There still remains a debate, even 
within our Congress, whether to re-
move these type of cases from the 
chain of command. We have to be vigi-
lant and make sure our laws are work-
ing and make sure our sons and daugh-
ters are protected and get the full sup-
port they need to heal when they are 
assaulted. 

In this country, every citizen has the 
right to be safe and protected. There 
should be no exceptions. 

Mr. REED, I want to thank you again 
for allowing me to share this moment 
with you. 

Mr. REED. I thank the gentlelady for 
coming tonight and joining us and rais-
ing awareness on this critical issue fac-
ing men and women across the coun-
try. I appreciate the gentlelady’s 
words. 

From the gentlelady’s words, I am re-
minded how pervasive this is across our 
country. It does remind me also why 
we have to remain diligent and con-
tinue to raise awareness and educate 
people on these issues and to empower 
victims and stand with victims such as 
my niece. 

With that, I yield to my good friend 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MEEHAN). 

Mr. MEEHAN. Allow me to express 
my appreciation to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. REED) for your leader-
ship in putting together this very im-
portant opportunity for us to talk to 
not just our colleagues, but citizens all 
across this country, as we jointly focus 
on this issue of sexual assault and do-
mestic violence. 

I am moved by my colleagues who 
are telling stories from so many dif-
ferent perspectives. Many of them are 
personal. I think that is really the way 
we have to explain these kinds of cir-
cumstances, through the personal sto-
ries in which it is driven home, because 
you can understand how it affects real 
people on an everyday basis. 

I was a former prosecutor before I 
came here to Washington, D.C., and 
while this story is about 20 years old, it 
defines a particular problem at a par-
ticular point in time. 

I remember distinctly engaging with 
a young woman. She had been the vic-
tim of a sexual assault. She met a 
young man at a party. She returned to 
a dorm room, believing that everything 
was going to be safe. He sexually and 
violently violated her. 

This was a very prestigious school in 
New England. She reported it later 
that week to the school authorities, 
but they took a position that, since she 
really hadn’t reported it immediately 
and she didn’t have any other kind of 
particular evidence, it was her word 
against his word, and they took no fur-
ther action. 

This young woman was completely 
abandoned on this campus, but worse 
yet, her perpetrator used that oppor-
tunity thereafter to jeer at her and to 
taunt her, and not only was she the one 
who was violated, but she was the one 
who was finally driven to a point where 
she was so uncomfortable, having to 
confront this guy each and every day, 
she is the one who had to leave her col-
lege. She had to go home and start to 
heal and try to start a life all over 
again and a whole new experience. 

I ran into her because, 2 years later, 
she came to my district in Pennsyl-
vania. She came there as a witness be-
cause, only weeks before she had ar-
rived, there was another party on a col-
lege campus nearby me and this same 
perpetrator happened to come to that 
college, visiting a friend, where he met 
a woman. He went back to that wom-
an’s dorm, and another woman was vio-
lently raped. 

Fortunately, this victim, for the first 
time, was able to testify against him. 
We used pattern evidence to give her 
her first chance to hold him account-
able. Based on that rape that we were 
able to prosecute, I think he may still 
be in jail. 

But her life didn’t get put together 
immediately by virtue of that. In fact, 
she represents a story that is too infre-
quently understood, as has been dem-
onstrated by some of my colleagues. 

One in five women on college cam-
puses today will report being victims of 
an attempted or actual sexual assault, 
yet only about 5 percent of those are 
being reported to law enforcement, so 
we have got this huge disconnect. 

While it is 20 years after the incident 
that I experienced and a great deal 
more work has been done on college 
campuses, many of which have taken 
prudent steps to deal with this issue, 
we have to do a lot of more. 

I am encouraged. Just recently, 
President Obama—and this dem-
onstrates the bipartisan nature of this 
effort—has appointed a White House 
task force to protect students from 
sexual assault. I am pleased to be able 
to be participating with some local 
folks in my community to help advise 
that committee. 

We are using the experiences that we 
have from experts at local colleges like 
Drexel, Villanova, and Penn State and 
campus experts who have worked in 
this area on the campuses. We are see-
ing some issues that need to be ad-
dressed. 

We are looking at issues like report-
ing procedures that require victims of 
sexual assault, once they report the 
story, to sometimes have to retell it 
two and three different times, in order 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:57 Apr 10, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD14\H03AP4.REC H03AP4bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2897 April 3, 2014 
for them to fulfill the requirements of 
reporting either at colleges, rape crisis 
centers, or with law enforcement. We 
are violating these victims again and 
again with procedures like that. 

We are seeing women who are sub-
jecting themselves to rape kits. It is 
appropriate and may be necessary for 
the collection of evidence, but we are 
finding, a year later, they haven’t even 
taken the time to process the rape kit. 

How many years do we have to con-
tinue to deal with dramatic backlogs in 
just the identification of straight-
forward evidence that would help us 
put some of these perpetrators in jail, 
where they belong? 

We are examining the convoluted 
patchwork of Federal rules and regula-
tions that, while well-intentioned, 
often work at cross-purposes. We are 
trying to strengthen the way partner-
ships can be generated between vic-
tims’ services groups, college rep-
resentatives, and among law enforce-
ment. 

The biggest challenge we face from 
the victims is the confusion about the 
process. They don’t know who to turn 
to or who to report to. That is why we 
must continue to work together as col-
leagues to help clarify the rules and 
regulations that we are creating to 
send the kinds of signals so there is 
certainty and the ability of these vic-
tims to reach out for help. 

I thank you, Mr. REED, for your lead-
ership on this. I pledge my intention to 
continue to work with you and our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to as-
sure that we are making not only good, 
sound law, but making the procedures 
work for the benefit of the victims. 

Mr. REED. I so appreciate the work, 
leadership, and experience of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MEE-
HAN) on this issue. I don’t think I could 
have said it any better in the sense of 
the victims being victimized repeat-
edly not just by the perpetrator, but by 
the system. 

Hearing the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania give a firsthand account as to 
what that means, I think, is very im-
portant as we deal with the NO MORE 
campaign and Sexual Assault Aware-
ness Month. 

At this time, Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield to a new Member, but 
a great Member of this great Chamber, 
Mrs. BROOKS from Indiana. 

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Thank you, 
Madam Speaker. 

I rise today to say ‘‘no more.’’ 
I want to thank my dear colleague, 

Representative REED from New York, 
for bringing the attention of this body 
and to the country to this campaign of 
no more to sexual violence. It is Sexual 
Assault Awareness Month, and we need 
to take this opportunity to speak harsh 
but true words. 

Every 2 minutes, which is about how 
long my remarks are going to be, an-
other American is sexually assaulted. 
That is 237,868 victims a year. This is a 
crime that touches people of all back-
grounds and all walks of life. 

Madam Speaker, we have a sexual as-
sault crisis in this country. It is time 
to do something about it. It is time to 
say ‘‘no more.’’ 

Perhaps nowhere is the pain and suf-
fering caused by this crisis more appar-
ent than on our great college cam-
puses. Nineteen percent of women on 
campus—almost one in five—will be 
the victim of an attempted or a com-
pleted sexual assault during their col-
lege experience. 

Madam Speaker, we have a sexual as-
sault crisis on our college campuses. It 
is time to do something about it. It is 
time we say ‘‘no more.’’ 

As a mom who has sent two kids off 
to college in recent years, these num-
bers scare me. I know the truth of 
these numbers, having counseled one of 
my daughter’s friends in college about 
4 years ago and having recently coun-
seled the mother of another person who 
had been assaulted on a college cam-
pus. 

This makes me angry. There is no ex-
cuse in this country for this problem. 
There is no valid reason for anyone to 
look in the other direction or to pre-
tend this problem doesn’t exist. Let’s 
once and for all say ‘‘no more’’ to this 
problem. 

We have to work together. I am very 
pleased that the Democrats and the Re-
publicans in this body are working to-
gether. 

We have to offer victims more sup-
port. We have to bring offenders to jus-
tice. We have to analyze these 
daunting statistics and find real solu-
tions. 

Eighty-four percent of women who 
experience sexually coercive behavior 
while in college are victimized during 
their first four semesters on campus. 
Forty-three percent of sexual victim-
ization incidents on campuses do in-
volve alcohol by the victim and about 
69 percent by the perpetrator. 

Let’s have a real conversation with 
our freshmen and with our young peo-
ple in college about those risky deci-
sions that they make. 

More than half of the raped college 
women tell no one about the horren-
dous crime that can change their lives 
forever. We have to support the organi-
zations, coalitions, and families that 
are helping these women—and yes, 
some men—and empower them to come 
forward and seek justice. That is only 
a part of the healing process, but it is 
a critical part. 

No one should get away with sexual 
assault. We have to say ‘‘no more’’ to 
free passes. We have the greatest uni-
versity system in the world. We edu-
cate the best and the brightest. We 
graduate 21st century innovators with 
the talent and the dedication necessary 
to make our Nation and world a better 
place. 

Surely, this is a sad challenge that 
we can work together on to address. 
This is an opportunity for us to say 
‘‘no more’’ and mean it. Let’s take this 
opportunity. We have a sexual assault 
crisis on our college campuses, but it is 

also in our Nation, so let’s do some-
thing. 

I want to thank my colleague from 
New York for leading. Let’s say ‘‘no 
more.’’ 

b 1615 

Mr. REED. I thank the gentlelady for 
her comments and joining us in this ef-
fort to say ‘‘no more.’’ The gentlelady’s 
comments about the use of alcohol and 
other intoxicants being a part of, some-
times, these situations, I can’t express 
enough how many times I hear that 
story and how we need to make sure 
that we are talking to our kids, we are 
talking to folks as they are going off to 
college or in our high schools about the 
danger associated with the use of alco-
hol and being put into this situation. 

Just be honest, just be honest and 
just say with that decision comes risk, 
and with those risks are often horrific 
events such as what we are talking 
about tonight, young men and women 
being sexually assaulted, domestically 
abused by partners, people that they 
know. It is time we raise this in a way 
that we speak openly and honestly 
about this issue. 

Madam Speaker, I am so pleased to 
be joined by a new Member of the 
House, my good friend from Illinois 
(Mr. RODNEY DAVIS), and I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Thank you to my great colleague from 
the great State of New York. 

It is humbling for me to stand here 
with you and the others who have spo-
ken before me, those of you who have a 
family member who has experienced 
such a traumatic, traumatic event. 

I have been here with prosecutors 
who have convicted those criminals 
who deserve to go to jail and to stand 
here with somebody like Mrs. BROOKS, 
who worked in the college arena and 
saw devastation, now, for me to come 
up here, I have got to tell you, I am 
here as a dad. I am here as a father to 
a 17-year-old daughter who, in a year 
and a half, will go to college. 

In my district in central Illinois, we 
have nine universities and colleges, 
over 45,000 female students. With the 
CDC estimating that 19 percent of 
women have experienced sexual assault 
since entering college, let me do the 
math for you. That is 8,500 women in 
my district that, if the statistics re-
main true, will experience sexual as-
sault. 

I represent a district of 14 counties. 
This is unacceptable. That is why I rise 
with you, Mr. REED, to say ‘‘no more’’ 
today. 

I am alarmed by the fact that my 
daughter is going to go off to school, 
get in her car, and my wife and I are 
going to be very, very sad when we 
drop her off at school. And I hope and 
pray that these statistics don’t come 
right to my mind, but, you know, as a 
dad, they will. We have to do some-
thing in this institution about it. 

I am proud to be a part of the Vic-
tims’ Rights Caucus with you and Mr. 
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COSTA and my other colleagues, and I 
am committed to being a champion for 
the rights of victims. 

There are numerous events. I want to 
remind people, it is not enough to 
stand and be silent. It is not enough to 
recognize we have a problem. Go par-
ticipate in your local events that are 
going to be happening in your commu-
nities throughout the month of April— 
as we know, it is Sexual Assault 
Awareness Month—including tomor-
row’s Paint the Town Teal, where hun-
dreds of people will wear this color to 
raise awareness and support survivors 
of sexual assault. I encourage everyone 
to get involved in these local events. 

I want to make sure that everyone 
here knows, this is an issue that I and 
my colleagues will not forget about 
after the month of April. I look for-
ward to the day when sexual assault is 
no longer a chronic problem that de-
serves national attention. However, 
until that day, the responsibility is on 
all of us to do what we can to stop sex-
ual assault in this country and to say 
‘‘no more.’’ 

Mr. REED. I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois for those very good and 
eloquent remarks on this important 
issue of ‘‘no more.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to be 
joined by a Member from the great 
State of Indiana (Mrs. WALORSKI), and I 
yield to her. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman from New York for organizing 
tonight’s discussion on this important 
topic. 

April is Sexual Assault Awareness 
Month, and I rise today to say ‘‘no 
more’’ to sexual assault. This tragic 
epidemic impacts every community. 
Most of us know at least one sexual as-
sault survivor. 

In my area, a report released by 
Saint Mary’s College, found an alarm-
ing number of Hoosier girls affected by 
acts of sexual violence. Indiana ranks 
second out of 46 States for the highest 
number of rapes among female high 
school students, and this is unaccept-
able. 14.5 percent of Indiana’s female 
high school students and 5.2 percent of 
Indiana’s male high school students 
have reported being raped. This shock-
ing number only accounts for those at-
tacks that are reported. As we all 
know, most assaults go unreported. 

Since joining Congress, I have 
worked to put an end to sexual vio-
lence. Working with the House Armed 
Services and the House Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committees, I have authored and 
supported a number of provisions 
aimed at combating the growing num-
ber and the epidemic of military sexual 
assault trauma. 

Today I call on my colleagues to 
raise awareness of about sexual assault 
and how we can all work together to 
prevent it, to respond to it, and to say 
‘‘no’’ to sexual assault together. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
York for this opportunity to join you 
in saying ‘‘no more’’ to sexual assault. 

Mr. REED. I can’t agree any more 
with my colleague from Indiana. ‘‘No 

more.’’ It is time. No more excuses. No 
more across America. 

Madam Speaker, I am honored to be 
joined by a great friend from our State 
of New York (Mr. GIBSON), one of the 
leaders down here in the House, and I 
yield to him. 

Mr. GIBSON. I thank my friend and 
neighbor from New York. 

Madam Speaker, I am honored to be 
here today with my colleagues as we 
jointly pursue the effort to prevent 
sexual assault. I think this is some-
thing that really goes to the core of 
who we are as a people. 

I am reminded at this moment of 
some of our ideas at the very founding, 
inalienable rights, that among these 
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness. These inalienable rights come 
from God, but governments are insti-
tuted among men, deriving their just 
powers from the consent of the gov-
erned to secure these rights. 

We have taken action here in this 
Chamber. We have worked together to 
do that. The Violence Against Women 
Act we passed a little over a year ago, 
and then the budget agreement that we 
enacted at the end of last year in-
creased by $10 million. Certainly we 
need to do more than that, but we are 
taking some action. 

I want to highlight how that can 
make a difference right at the local 
level. These resources go towards edu-
cation for law enforcement profes-
sionals and for conduit with the judi-
cial system. It is also for shelters and 
for supporting infrastructure and 
health care networks. 

I am reminded of one of the visits my 
wife and I made recently to the 
Washbourne House in Kingston. That is 
the largest city in my district, the 19th 
district in New York, where I met with 
Michael Berg, who heads the Family of 
Woodstock shelters, and Cathy 
Moriarty, who actually runs the 
Washbourne House. 

Madam Speaker, this is really hard 
work. These victims of sexual assault 
and domestic violence, when they first 
show up at the doorstep of the 
Washbourne House, security, the most 
basic of human needs, that is their big-
gest concern, and for these leaders, 
providing that security and helping the 
family to be able to trust again; then, 
for basic needs, some of these victims 
come with children, and providing for 
them to get back into a sense of nor-
malcy, to get them back into school, 
all the while, to help our victims to get 
back up on their feet and to be self-re-
liant going forward, these resources are 
just critical to support these programs. 

I am very proud of the work that is 
done there. I think it is illustrative of 
the kind of work that is done by very 
special people in our country all across 
our land. But there is more to be done, 
and there is an opportunity for us to do 
more. I am talking about, now, H.R. 
3571. This is the International Violence 
Against Women Act, and this provides 
resources to help coordinate USAID 
and Department of State efforts about 

our funding programs to make them 
more effective as we work with our 
friends and allies across the world. 

I will tell you, this will not only 
help, I think, prevent sexual assault 
and bring more security, but it will 
also make us a stronger country. It 
will make us a stronger country, and it 
will bring us truer and in line with our 
founding principles. I argue that when 
we do that, on our best day, other 
countries want to be like us; and in 
that regard, it actually makes us safer 
as well. 

So I just want to thank the organiza-
tions that work with us on this effort. 
I am talking about a number of organi-
zations, but I would like to point out 
Amnesty International, CARE USA, 
and Futures Against Violence. I thank 
them for their leadership on this issue. 

I thank everyone for being here 
today, and I thank my friend from New 
York. 

Mr. REED. I thank the gentleman 
from New York for joining us tonight, 
and I appreciate the friendship and the 
support for the NO MORE campaign to-
night. 

Madam Speaker, one of my best 
friends here in this great Chamber, my 
fellow member of the Ways and Means 
Committee, the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK) is joining us 
this evening, and I yield to her. 

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to stand here with my good 
friend from New York and to say ‘‘no 
more’’ to sexual assault. This April is 
Sexual Assault Awareness Month, and I 
commend Mr. REED for leading this ef-
fort to raise awareness and bring atten-
tion to this crucial issue. 

Every 2 minutes, an American is as-
saulted in this country, and one in five 
women is a survivor of rape. This is sad 
and deplorable, and we must do more 
to share the daunting facts about sex-
ual assault in this country as well as 
let people know where they can go to 
get help. 

We must act to protect our Nation’s 
women, but it goes further than this. 
You see, in this country, one in six 
men have been victims of sexual abuse 
before they reach the age of 18. This 
kind of child abuse must be brought to 
light, and perpetrators must be se-
verely punished. 

During my time of working in the 
Tennessee State Legislature, I was 
proud to support numerous measures 
to help protect women and children— 
and, in particular, children—from sex-
ual assault. I sponsored legislation 
strengthening the penalties for the 
crime of rape of a child. 

But in order to root out perpetrators 
of sexual violence, victims need to 
know where they can turn. I am grate-
ful for the work of nomore.org for rais-
ing the awareness on this issue and for 
offering resources where victims can 
get the help that they so greatly need. 

These heinous crimes are unaccept-
able, and it is why it is so important to 
say ‘‘no more’’ this Sexual Assault 
Awareness Month. 
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I thank my friend for bringing this 

issue to the floor tonight. It is so im-
portant. 

Mr. REED. I thank the gentlelady for 
her remarks and comments. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington State (Mr. 
REICHERT), our great sheriff and co-
chair of the Law Enforcement Caucus. 

Mr. REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. 
REED, for inviting me to speak this 
evening on this important topic. 

I don’t come here tonight with statis-
tics. I come here with 33 years of expe-
rience in law enforcement. I was a cop 
for a long time before I came to Con-
gress. I have been to the homes. I have 
seen the faces of the mothers and the 
fathers. I have seen the faces of the vic-
tims of sexual assault. I have held 
them in my arms while they cried and 
fell to the floor in a puddle of tears. 
These are real people. These are our 
children. 

When I was on patrol back in the 
early seventies, I had a case where I 
was driving around all night. It was 2 
in the morning. I found this young man 
wandering the streets. I pulled up and 
asked him what was wrong. He was sob-
bing and crying and asking for help. It 
took him at least an hour, Madam 
Speaker—an hour—before he could 
really finally tell me what happened to 
him. He had been abducted and taken 
to a remote home and raped and as-
saulted, humiliated and beaten for 2 
days. 

Imagine being in that position. Imag-
ine being a victim of such a horrendous 
crime. 

My own family has been touched by 
this, as I know some folks may be lis-
tening and some speaking tonight may 
have mentioned that. One of my own 
family members was raped. 

But I know this from a deeper experi-
ence. When I was a homicide detective 
for the King County Sheriff’s Office in 
the early eighties, I was assigned a 
case called the Green River serial mur-
der case, where 50-plus women were 
killed. 

Now, how did those young girls and 
women get on the streets? They were 
abused. They were sexually assaulted 
at home. They were physically as-
saulted. They were emotionally as-
saulted, and they left home. They were 
raped at home. They were raped by 
their neighbors. They were raped by 
their family members, and they ended 
up on the street. 

b 1630 

And whose arms did they fall into, 
Madam Speaker, but the arms of a 
pimp, again to be victimized and raped 
over and over and over, sometimes for 
money, sometimes not. Lives de-
stroyed. Some survived physically but 
were mentally and emotionally 
drained. Their lives and spirit ripped 
from their hearts. 

This is a crime that until you see, 
until you look into the eyes of the per-
son who has been victimized in such a 
horrendous way, you never really truly 

understand the pain and the suffering 
that they have been through. 

If they survive, they have a long, 
long road of recovery. And we call 
these people survivors. We call them 
survivors. If they don’t, like in the 
Green River case, they die; their lives 
are taken. 

Madam Speaker, we cannot allow 
this to continue in this country. I 
know that every day, there is a cop on 
the street, there is a social worker out 
there that is dealing with this crime. 
We have got to stop this. We have got 
to save the lives of our children. 

Thank you, Mr. REED for holding this 
hour tonight. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to share some of my story. 

Mr. REED. I thank the gentleman 
from Washington State, the sheriff, for 
the words and the experience and shar-
ing tonight in our efforts to say ‘‘no 
more’’ to sexual assault. 

Madam Speaker, I know we are com-
ing to the end of the Special Order this 
evening. So I will just close with a few 
words. 

Madam Speaker, I stand in this 
Chamber today joined by my niece, 
who is with us this evening. I can’t tell 
you how impressed, how proud I am of 
that young lady who has now turned 
one of the most negative experiences, 
horrific experiences in her life and is 
doing something positive about it. 

It is her voice that has moved me to 
stand with my colleagues, to work 
across the country, to work with orga-
nizations like NO MORE and Sexual 
Assault Awareness Month to say, I am 
going to do my part, Madam Speaker. I 
am going to do my part to make sure 
that we scream from the mountains, 
across this land, that sexual assault— 
be it man, woman, child, adult—we 
have heard the stories all night to-
night. But in the great land of the 
United States of America, we are going 
to say ‘‘no more’’ because it tears lives 
apart. 

Victims are not only victimized by 
the perpetrators who do these horrific 
acts, but they are revictimized over 
and over again. And it is time we, as a 
Nation, come together and say, you 
know what, we are going to stand with 
the victims. We are going to educate 
and make people aware of this issue so 
that we can empower people—our law 
enforcement agencies, our prosecutors, 
the people that do God’s work and 
tending to the people when they need 
the services that rape victims and sex-
ual assault and domestic violence vic-
tims need and turn to in their time of 
need. 

So we are going to continue this bat-
tle. We are going to continue this fight. 
And I just have to applaud the efforts 
of the men and women across the coun-
try that are coming together to say in 
one voice, ‘‘no more.’’ 

All 300-plus million people in Amer-
ica need to come together to highlight 
this issue. And I can tell you, if we 
unite as a Nation, we can bring to an 
end sexual assault and domestic vio-
lence. 

And to my niece, I just say, I will al-
ways have your back. I will always 
stand with you shoulder to shoulder. 
And to anyone who wants to say she 
deserved it or she wanted it or that she 
was drinking and it was the alcohol 
that caused it, ‘‘no more.’’ She is not 
the person that is responsible for this. 
As I said on March 14, when I asked her 
what I should tell the American Nation 
on her behalf, say ‘‘no more’’ because 
there are no excuses. 

I appreciate my colleagues, my 
friends and the folks from the other 
side of the aisle coming together to-
night to talk about this, which is such 
an important issue that we need to 
talk about and to, for once and for all, 
say ‘‘no more.’’ 

I ask every American, have a con-
versation with your daughter, your 
spouse, your son, your mother, your fa-
ther, your aunt, your uncle. Speak 
about this issue. Empower each of us, 
as individuals, to say, we are not going 
to accept this in our midst any longer. 
I am confident, Madam Speaker, if we 
do that, that we won’t have to say in 
the last 60 minutes that we have joined 
here together, that 30 more of our fel-
low American citizens have just suf-
fered from one of the most horrific 
crimes on the face of the Earth, and 
that is sexual assault. 

It is time to say ‘‘no more,’’ and I ask 
everyone to join us in that campaign. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian 
Pate, one of his secretaries. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1874, PRO-GROWTH BUDG-
ETING ACT OF 2013; PROVIDING 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 
1871, BASELINE REFORM ACT OF 
2013; AND PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 1872, BUDG-
ET AND ACCOUNTING TRANS-
PARENCY ACT OF 2014 

Mr. WOODALL, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 113–400) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 539) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1874) to amend the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to pro-
vide for macroeconomic analysis of the 
impact of legislation, providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1871) to 
amend the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to re-
form the budget baseline, and pro-
viding for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 1872) to amend the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 to increase transparency in 
Federal budgeting, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 
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PROTECTING MEDICARE 

ADVANTAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MURPHY) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of my Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MURPHY of Florida. Madam 

Speaker, there are currently many con-
cerns regarding health insurance in our 
country, especially among our Nation’s 
seniors. At this time of major transi-
tion in our Nation’s health care indus-
try, it is critical that seniors enrolled 
in traditional Medicare and Medicare 
Advantage can keep the coverage on 
which they depend. 

Unfortunately, proposed cuts to 
Medicare Advantage are putting these 
important benefits at risk. This is a 
very serious situation across the coun-
try, and it is of great concern to me, 
with Florida being home to over 4 mil-
lion seniors. My district alone has over 
160,000 seniors, with more than one- 
third of them choosing a Medicare Ad-
vantage plan whose coverage would be 
severely impacted by the proposed cuts 
released in the draft rule that CMS put 
out in February. 

We are already seeing what last 
year’s cuts to Medicare Advantage 
have meant: smaller networks of doc-
tors, cuts to add-on benefits, and high-
er out-of-pocket limits. The additional 
proposed cuts to the program released 
in February have raised great concerns 
from my constituents about their cov-
erage and about the potential of having 
to pay more and having fewer benefits. 
That is why we are here today, urging 
the administration to reverse course 
and keep rates flat for 2015. 

At this point, I would like to yield to 
my good friend Ms. SINEMA from Ari-
zona, who has been fighting tirelessly 
to protect the seniors in her area as 
well. 

Ms. SINEMA. Thank you, Congress-
man MURPHY, for hosting this Special 
Order so that we can stand up and 
speak out for seniors in our districts. 
We are here today because CMS, the 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services, has proposed cuts to Medicare 
Advantage. 

Next week, CMS will publish its final 
rule. I urge CMS to not cut Medicare 
Advantage. These cuts will decrease 
choice, create uncertainty, and under-
mine access to care for our seniors. 

I oppose these cuts. Like Mr. MURPHY 
and many of our colleagues partici-
pating in this Special Order, I have re-
peatedly called on the Federal Govern-

ment to reconsider its proposal and 
make no further cuts to Medicare Ad-
vantage. 

Medicare Advantage is a popular and 
effective alternative to traditional fee- 
for-service Medicare, especially in Ari-
zona, where statewide, 38 percent of 
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries choose 
a Medicare Advantage plan. In my dis-
trict, nearly 43 percent of Medicare-eli-
gible beneficiaries choose a Medicare 
Advantage plan. 

Medicare Advantage plans consist-
ently receive high customer satisfac-
tion ratings and are helping to control 
cost, drive innovation, and improve 
health outcomes for beneficiaries. I 
keep saying ‘‘beneficiaries.’’ But what I 
should say is, our parents, our grand-
parents, and our loved ones. These 
plans provide affordable, high-quality 
care for our loved ones. 

Bonnie Grant, a proud Arizonan in 
my district, is in her sixties and lives 
in Phoenix. Through her Medicare Ad-
vantage plan, she has access to a trans-
portation system called Van Go. 
Bonnie uses the service to go shopping 
and to go other places ‘‘instead of 
being stuck at home.’’ She said that it 
helps because ‘‘instead of being holed 
up in your home,’’ she can be engaged 
in the community and enjoy her life. 
The Van Go benefit is the type of cre-
ative service offered by Medicare Ad-
vantage plans that improves the well- 
being of enrollees. 

Joseph Ford, another constituent, 
lives in suburban Phoenix. He was dis-
abled in a car accident. The hands-on 
managed care he receives through his 
Medicare Advantage plan, including in- 
home visits, allows Mr. Ford to stay in 
his home and live a fuller life. Keeping 
individuals like Mr. Ford in his home 
instead of in institutional care facili-
ties is better for the beneficiary and 
presents a significant cost savings to 
the Medicaid and Medicare programs. 

I am concerned that the proposed 
payment reductions for 2015 will under-
mine the choices made by my fellow 
Arizonans, by Ms. Grant, by Mr. Ford, 
and by others in my congressional dis-
trict by causing our loved ones to lose 
needed services and to experience in-
creases in premiums. These cuts could 
also have the unintended and costly 
consequence of putting our seniors at 
risk of being placed in institutions, 
rather than staying in their homes. 

Instead of cutting funding for these 
popular plans, we should work together 
to find reasonable solutions that drive 
down cost, increase choice, address 
waste, fraud, and abuse, spur innova-
tion, and ultimately improve the qual-
ity of life provided to our seniors. 

Again, I urge CMS to maintain pay-
ment levels for Medicare Advantage so 
that our loved ones do not experience 
increased out-of-pocket costs, negative 
disruptions, or confusion in 2015. 

Thank you, Congressman MURPHY, 
for working with me on this important 
issue and for hosting this Special Order 
today. 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I thank the 
gentlelady from Arizona for her com-

ments and for reminding us that these 
aren’t simply numbers on a ledger, 
that all of these beneficiaries are folks 
we know. These are our parents. These 
are our grandparents. They are more 
than just numbers. 

And like Ms. SINEMA, I am constantly 
hearing from residents in my district 
about the negative impact these cuts 
would have on the well-being of their 
spouses, their parents, or personally, 
including Cheryl from Palm Beach Gar-
dens, in my district. 

After doing everything right to plan 
for her retirement, like many seniors 
do, Cheryl and her husband saw their 
savings cut in half during difficult eco-
nomic times. Now they are seeing their 
health care options limited and their 
out-of-pocket costs going up. These are 
changes they simply cannot afford. 

I agree with Cheryl that it is unfair 
to shift the burden onto those on fixed 
incomes, those who have little re-
sources to make up the difference. Sen-
iors cannot afford further cuts and the 
negative consequences if these mis-
guided proposals move forward. 

At this point, I would like to take a 
moment to yield to the general, Mr. 
ENYART from Illinois, and thank him 
for his leadership in fighting for sen-
iors on behalf of Illinois and the rest of 
our country. 

Mr. ENYART. I thank the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to show 
support for the 50 million Americans 
enrolled in Medicare. Medicare is vital 
not only to my district, like Mr. MUR-
PHY’s district in Florida, but our entire 
Nation, which is why my fellow col-
leagues and I should support its prom-
ise to all our citizens who have earned 
it, who have paid for it through their 
taxes, and who now rely on it for a sta-
ble health care system and for their 
medical care. 

Medicare has a long and valued his-
tory since its inception in 1965. Social 
Security recipients have consistently 
benefited from the opportunity to ac-
cess quality, affordable health care, a 
right now guaranteed to those who 
worked hard for that privilege. 

There are 122,380 constituents from 
the 12th District of Illinois who partici-
pate in the Medicare program. That is 
one out of every seven citizens in my 
district. 

b 1645 

Many of these constituents are dis-
abled, and almost all are on a fixed or 
limited income. Medicare gives these 
citizens the opportunity to receive es-
sential medical care and to take part 
in preventive care programs designed 
to maintain good health, which lowers 
the cost of health care—lowers the cost 
of health care. 

Of those 122,000 southern Illinoisans, 
over 28,000 also participate in Medicare 
Advantage. That is one in four of those 
Medicare participants taking part in a 
program specifically designed for those 
seniors who have high rates of chronic 
disease. Medicare Advantage focuses on 
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prevention and on disease manage-
ment, which reduces the need for un-
necessary hospitalizations—keeping 
our most vulnerable populations 
healthier and out of the hospital wait-
ing room. 

Medicare and Medicare Advantage 
serve our seniors, low-income families, 
and those susceptible to disease. I ask, 
are these the populations we want to 
cast aside? Are these the citizens that 
we need not care for? I say no. Yet, the 
proposed budget unveiled this week vir-
tually eliminates Medicare for future 
enrollees. It includes plans to shift 
health care costs to seniors. It removes 
the guarantees provided by our current 
Medicare system to make quality, af-
fordable health coverage available for 
those who need it most. It undermines 
the promise our Nation made to its 
citizens—that if you work hard and you 
pay your taxes, some day, should you 
need it, your health care needs will be 
met. 

The recently proposed budget also 
implements what they label a premium 
support system. That is a plan to move 
Medicare to a voucher program. I vehe-
mently oppose this proposition. Our 
seniors don’t need a health care cou-
pon—they need health care. 

They need the ability to choose their 
own doctor. They need the ability to 
access billions in savings for prescrip-
tion drugs. They need access to 
wellness visits—all of which are in 
jeopardy under this Republican budget 
plan. 

I am tired of hearing proposals to 
eliminate vital government services 
simply because of party ideology. Let 
us not govern blindly through rhetoric 
and sound bites, but rather, let us work 
for our constituents to better serve 
those who have paid into the Medicare 
system their entire working life and 
now need it most. 

Medicare serves those who have 
earned it, who have paid for it, and who 
deserve it. Should we take away that 
service, I fear what the future may 
hold for our seniors—seniors like Caro-
lyn Morgan from Du Quoin, Illinois. 
Carolyn needed Medicare’s help in 
March of 2013, when she became ill and 
hospitalized, put on oxygen, and given 
a daily regimen of prescription drugs. 

I hold her letter to my office in my 
hand. 

Carolyn states: 
I cannot afford out-of-pocket health 

care. My supplemental insurance is 
useless without Medicare, so it would 
have been wasted money every month. 

I know I will be spending the remain-
der of this congressional term fighting 
for Carolyn and fighting for our seniors 
and disabled to make sure that the 
health care promises we made so many 
years ago are not in danger from par-
tisan budget cuts. 

My fellow colleagues, I urge you to 
join me. Let’s avoid a grim future for 
the elderly, for the disabled, and the 
fixed-income citizens of this great Na-
tion. Let’s help Carolyn and the many 
more American citizens just like her. 
Let’s fight to keep Medicare. 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I want to 
thank the gentleman from Illinois for 
his generous words and reminding us of 
the importance of Medicare and Medi-
care Advantage and what it means to 
so many folks across our great coun-
try. 

At this point, I would like to take a 
minute to let the gentleman from 
Georgia talk about what is happening 
in his district. Mr. BARROW has been 
fighting for years up here in D.C. for 
Medicare and seniors across the coun-
try. 

Mr. BARROW of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to 
thank my colleague, Mr. MURPHY, for 
gathering us all here to talk about this 
important issue. This is an issue that 
affects folks in every part of this coun-
try, and in my view, is one of the most 
important issues facing seniors in our 
communities today. 

I applaud all of my colleagues gath-
ered here for taking a leadership role 
in our efforts to fight proposed reduc-
tions to the Medicare Advantage pro-
gram. 

Nearly 15 million seniors across the 
country are enrolled in Medicare Ad-
vantage, including more than 300,000 in 
my home State of Georgia. This pro-
gram serves our seniors well, particu-
larly those with high rates of chronic 
disease. Nearly 30 percent of all Medi-
care beneficiaries turn to Medicare Ad-
vantage to cover their health care 
costs. 

By focusing on prevention and dis-
ease management, Medicare Advantage 
plans reduce the need for hospitaliza-
tion, and that, in turn, reduces health 
care costs. It is a proven program that 
folks in my district have come to rely 
on. 

The Centers for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services recently proposed a 5.9 
percent cut to this program, which 
could result in a reduction of benefits 
and increased premiums on Medicare 
beneficiaries by $35 to $75 a month. 
That is an added cost that many sen-
iors simply cannot afford to pay every 
single month. 

My colleague from the other side of 
the aisle, Dr. BILL CASSIDY, and I have 
been leading the charge to urge the 
Federal Government to take any and 
all steps necessary to preserve this pro-
gram. Just last month, more than 200 
Members of Congress from this House 
joined us in our effort to urge the Cen-
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Serv-
ices to preserve the standard of care 
that seniors are currently getting. I, 
for one, do not want to put our seniors, 
men and women who have worked their 
entire lives, in the financial trouble 
these reductions would cause. 

I have urged the administration to 
take a long, hard look at how these 
cuts would affect everyday lives of our 
seniors. If the goal here is to save 
money, there are better, more suitable 
ways to do it than on the backs of our 
seniors. 

Again, I would like to thank my col-
league for getting folks together to 

talk about how we can work together 
to make sure Medicare Advantage isn’t 
jeopardized. It is an issue that isn’t for 
Democrats or Republicans, but one 
that we all need to address. I have been 
proud to work on this issue in a bipar-
tisan fashion with Dr. CASSIDY, and it 
is my hope that all of our colleagues 
will get on board and help us preserve 
Medicare Advantage. 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman from Georgia for sharing 
your thoughts and stories and remind-
ing us that this isn’t a partisan issue. 
It shouldn’t be a Republican, Demo-
cratic, or Independent issue. These are 
seniors. These are folks that built this 
great country, many of whom are vet-
erans who fought for our country and 
laid the foundation which we have 
today. 

So thank you for reminding us of 
that and being here today and taking a 
moment out of your busy schedule to 
share your thoughts. 

I would now like the gentleman from 
Arizona, who has been championing 
this issue back home, to talk about 
what he is doing with Medicare Advan-
tage and why he is here today. Mr. 
BARBER, thank you. 

Mr. BARBER. I want to thank the 
gentleman for bringing us together to-
night to talk about the importance of 
preserving and protecting Medicare Ad-
vantage. 

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, on behalf 
of the citizens that I represent all 
across southern Arizona—thousands 
and thousands of seniors who have 
come to rely on Medicare Advantage to 
keep them in their homes, to keep 
them well, and to provide them with 
the support that they so dearly need as 
they age in place. 

They live in communities all across 
my district, from Tucson to Sierra 
Vista, to Douglas, to Benson, to Bisbee, 
to Willcox, and to ‘‘the town too tough 
to die,’’ Tombstone. And I am deter-
mined to fight on their behalf to make 
sure that Medicare Advantage con-
tinues to serve them and does not dis-
appoint the delivery of services by los-
ing funding, as is proposed by the 
President this month. 

Medicare Advantage offers seniors 
and individuals with disabilities qual-
ity and affordable health care that 
they can depend on. And they depend 
on us—those of us who represent 
them—to fight for their right to con-
tinue this program. 

Medicare Advantage focuses on pre-
vention and innovation. It is a proven 
fact that this program improves health 
outcomes and contains costs. Isn’t that 
what we should be doing for our seniors 
and for everyone in America? But now, 
as I said, the President is proposing 
harmful cuts to Medicare Advantage. 

So let’s examine what these cuts 
would mean if they go into effect. They 
will mean fewer benefits, fewer doc-
tors, and less choice. This is wrong, 
and we cannot let it happen. I oppose 
these cuts, and I have called upon the 
President to reverse course and protect 
this critical program. 
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For the people in my Second District 

of Arizona and for seniors all across 
this great Nation, there are over 390,000 
Medicare Advantage enrollees or re-
cipients in the State of Arizona alone, 
and it is working for them. They will 
attest to that, and they have to me. 
They have contacted my office in per-
son and by phone, they have met with 
me in community gatherings all across 
the district over the last several weeks, 
and they have expressed their deep con-
cerns that they will lose this valuable 
program that they have come to rely 
upon that keeps them well and keeps 
them in their homes. 

Before I came to the Congress and be-
fore I worked for Congresswoman Gif-
fords, I administered a regional and 
then a State program for people with 
disabilities that focused on the same 
kinds of services that are provided to 
seniors and individuals with disabil-
ities under the Medicare Advantage 
program—cost effective, in-home sup-
port, keeping people well, and pre-
venting more illness. This makes sense. 
It makes sense for them, it makes 
sense for our country, and it makes 
sense for the appropriations that we 
are trying to protect in this Congress. 

I certainly urge the President to re-
verse course and stop these cuts. We 
cannot stand for it. I will not stand for 
it, and I will not back down until we 
are successful in reversing this impos-
sible and irresponsible decision. 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I want to 
thank the gentleman from Arizona for 
his leadership and for continuing to 
fight for seniors back home and con-
tinuing to be a champion here in Wash-
ington, D.C., for those folks. Thank 
you, also, for reminding us that this is 
a successful Medicare program that has 
already had a solid success record at 
reducing hospital readmissions and im-
proving health outcomes, and con-
tinues to be a popular option for sen-
iors, reducing annual out-of-pocket ex-
penses from traditional Medicare and 
offering expanded benefit packages 
that include important dental, hearing, 
vision, and chiropractic care. 

Medicare Advantage plans also nor-
mally include the successful and cost- 
saving part D prescription drug plan 
and come without an annual deduct-
ible. By offering great coordinated care 
and innovative health care approaches, 
this program is highly effective at 
keeping seniors out of the hospital. 
But, if they do end up in the hospital, 
Medicare Advantage helps them re-
cover more quickly and with less 
chance of returning. We should be 
building on this success, not stifling it. 

At this time, I would like to take a 
moment to yield to the gentleman 
from Florida who, similar to myself, 
has many seniors in the great State of 
Florida and will continue to be a cham-
pion for the seniors and is going to 
share with us some stories. 

Mr. GARCIA. I would like to thank 
my colleague from Florida and my 
good friend, Mr. MURPHY, for his fight 
for seniors. 

I rise today to express my strong sup-
port for Medicare and my opposition to 
any cuts to Medicare. Medicare is one 
of our Nation’s greatest achievements. 
For half a century, this program has 
lifted millions of seniors out of poverty 
and provided seniors with the health 
care they need, they have earned and 
they deserve. 

In Congress, we have a responsibility 
to strengthen and modernize Medicare 
to ensure that it continues to provide 
seniors who have worked all their lives 
to receive those Medicare benefits they 
have earned and they depend on. 

Medicare Advantage serves over 1 
million seniors in Florida, and it pro-
vides innovative treatments and care. 
In my district, I hear firsthand from so 
many seniors how well Medicare is 
serving them. 

This is not a political issue. This is 
not a partisan issue. While outside 
groups have been misleading my con-
stituents and others on my record on 
Medicare, I have been working with my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
oppose cuts to Medicare. 

My colleagues and I are strongly ad-
vocating against changes to Medicare 
that would disrupt the lives of seniors. 
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I have spoken to the President about 
this. I have spoken to the Secretary 
and CMS about this issue. We have 
written letters to the administration, 
and we stand here today. I am com-
mitted to continuing to do everything 
I can to protect Medicare for our Na-
tion’s seniors. 

With that, I want to again thank Mr. 
MURPHY for all of his efforts. He has 
been a leader in our caucus, he has 
been a leader in this Congress in fight-
ing for seniors, and I am proud to stand 
by his side, just as I am sure that Mr. 
MURPHY will fight against cuts like the 
ones proposed in the Ryan budget, 
which cuts over $800 billion from sen-
iors and Medicare, which puts the hole 
back in the doughnut, and I just want 
to thank him again for his leadership. 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I want to 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
continuing to fight for seniors and re-
minding us of what proposals on the 
other side might entail. 

The political games being played are 
not necessary in today’s environment. 
These are real people. These are sen-
iors. They are not just numbers on a 
spreadsheet. These are our grand-
parents and parents. These are folks 
who fought for our country and fought 
for our freedoms. 

Thank you for reminding us not to 
make this a political puck. This is seri-
ous, and we must work together as a 
Congress and the United States Gov-
ernment to ensure seniors are pro-
tected. 

I want to take a second to look at an-
other scenario, gym memberships. A 
common add-on benefit for Medicare 
Advantage plans is free or discounted 
gym memberships. Cut Medicare Ad-
vantage too deeply, too quickly, and 

gym memberships are gone. Some 
think that is a good thing. I disagree. 

A recent study found that regular 
balance exercise for seniors reduces 
falls that cause injuries by 37 percent 
and broken bones by 61 percent. Most 
elderly Americans survive a broken 
hip, but it often undercuts confidence 
and diminishes quality of life. 

If a fall robs an elderly woman of her 
independence, it is a financial and emo-
tional hardship. Whether it is the cost 
of Medicare of a hospitalization or 2 
months of therapy, the cost to Medi-
care and Medicaid for a nursing facil-
ity, or most importantly, the cost to 
the senior of her quality of life and 
independence, Silver Sneakers doesn’t 
seem like much of a cost at all in com-
parison. 

That is why, even during a time of 
great partisanship and gridlock in Con-
gress, there is a growing bipartisan co-
alition calling on the administration to 
keep the rates flat for this year, put-
ting the well-being of our Nation’s sen-
iors before party lines. 

Together, we are making several rec-
ommendations for changes to CMS’ 
proposals that we believe could con-
tribute to stabilizing the program 
while preventing devastating impacts 
on the program and the beneficiaries it 
serves. 

For example, providing more care at 
home, CMS could narrow the proposals 
on in-home health risk assessments 
and protect the benefit of medication 
management and continuity of care. If 
the visits are an important component 
of the disease management and provide 
value to seniors and taxpayers, they 
should be maintained. This is exactly 
the type of innovation we need. 

At this point, I would like to take a 
moment to yield to the gentleman 
from California who has been a cham-
pion for seniors in his great State. He 
will share with us his leadership and 
what he has heard back home. 

Mr. PETERS of California. I thank 
you, Mr. MURPHY. I appreciate you and 
your work on behalf of seniors in Flor-
ida and around the country on this im-
portant issue. 

I just want to recognize you and the 
bipartisan group we have here standing 
up for our seniors and Medicare Advan-
tage. I was honored to be part of a 
group of freshmen in our party who 
met with Secretary Sebelius yesterday, 
and we were able to, with the help of 
our leadership, express to the Sec-
retary our concern about the proposed 
cuts. 

Part of what we told her was that 
Medicare Advantage continues to offer 
seniors and individuals with disabil-
ities additional choices for high-qual-
ity, coordinated care in their commu-
nities. 

With a focus on innovative services, 
prevention, and disease management, 
these plans have consistently delivered 
improved health outcomes while con-
taining costs and requiring copayments 
or deductibles from beneficiaries. 

Further, consistent with the goals of 
HHS, these plans reduce hospitaliza-
tions and readmissions, decrease the 
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length of stay in nursing facilities, and 
manage high-risk, high-need patients 
more effectively. 

I thank the gentleman for letting me 
add my voice to folks who don’t want 
to see us do something that is penny-
wise and pound foolish. We have a sys-
tem that is incentivizing well-being 
and focusing on prevention. 

It can really add a lot for the benefit 
of our seniors, and we all want to see it 
preserved as it is. Thank you very 
much for the time. 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman from California for taking a 
minute out of his busy schedule to 
come and talk about how important 
Medicare and Medicare Advantage 
plans are to you and your constituents 
back home. 

Finding ways to collect better and 
more thorough health information al-
lows for better coordinated care with 
convenience to our seniors. We should 
also continue to reward programs that 
are performing the highest and pro-
viding the best care to seniors. 

To do that, CMS should also increase 
the percentage of rebates to reward and 
promote higher quality while averting 
negative consequences for bene-
ficiaries. 

Other recommendations include 
keeping beneficiary stability and con-
tinuous plan improvement paramount 
when Medicare Advantage’s benchmark 
calculations and bidding rules. 

By rewarding performance, while 
taking into account the challenges 
faced in low-income populations, Medi-
care would accelerate delivery system 
innovation and keep Medicare Advan-
tage as a viable option. 

These are just a few of the smart 
changes that we should be making to 
build off the success of this program, 
instead of cutting these beneficial 
plans to the detriment of our Nation’s 
seniors. 

I am proud to stand with my col-
leagues today to once again call on the 
administration to preserve the Medi-
care Advantage choice for beneficiaries 
after a lifetime of hard work. 

Madam Speaker, we could be facing a 
serious situation throughout the coun-
try. Both sides of the aisle are con-
cerned about the proposed cuts to 
Medicare Advantage. 

Further cuts not only risk new 
health care efficiencies and innovation, 
but the health and well-being of seniors 
who depend on these plans. Simply put, 
these cuts are counterproductive if it 
means more hospital readmissions and 
worse health outcomes. 

Cuts already happening this year 
have resulted in a 10 percent increase 
in overall out-of-pocket costs for sen-
iors relying on Medicare Advantage, 
with the annual maximum for these ex-
penses increased by $560. 

For seniors on fixed incomes, that 
can mean the difference between being 
able to fill a needed prescription, mak-
ing a mortgage payment, or putting 
food on the table. 

If further cuts are made to this im-
portant program, it would be even 

worse, costing seniors an estimated $50 
more a month in out-of-pocket ex-
penses. It is wrong to shift this burden 
onto seniors. 

From Cheryl and her husband from 
Palm Beach Gardens to Walter from 
Tequesta to Robert from Palm City to 
Gary from Port St. Lucie to Lorraine 
from Fort Pierce, this touches the lives 
of seniors across my district and across 
this country. 

They deserve better after a lifetime 
of hard work than having to worry 
about losing their doctor or the afford-
able health coverage that works for 
them. 

This doesn’t just impact my con-
stituents across the Treasure Coast 
and palm beaches, but seniors and fam-
ilies across this great Nation. 

I thank my colleagues who stood 
with me today to urge the administra-
tion to protect seniors from further 
cuts, keeping rates flat for this year. 

I am committed to fighting for the 
well-being for seniors on the Treasure 
Coast and palm beaches, the great 
State of Florida, and across our Na-
tion, protecting their earned benefits. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

f 

THE WORLD OF NATIONS HOLDS A 
MORAL OBLIGATION TO UKRAINE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
WALORSKI). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) 
will control the remainder of the hour. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank Congressman MURPHY for yield-
ing. You are such a refreshing, bril-
liant, positive Member of this House, 
and I thank the people of your State 
for sending you here. 

I thank you for all the citizens you 
are fighting for to bring new energy 
and to bring new vision to our country. 
Thank you so very much. 

Madam Speaker, I entitle my re-
marks this evening ‘‘The World of Na-
tions Holds a Moral Obligation’’—and 
underline ‘‘moral obligation’’—‘‘to 
Ukraine.’’ 

Seventy years after World War II, let 
us provide some historical context in 
which to view Russia’s illegal invasion 
of Crimea and potentially other na-
tions. 

Scholars, historians, and diplomats 
still are piecing together the annals of 
the horrific slaughter and political op-
pression of the past century that has 
plagued the region we call Central and 
Eastern Europe. The full truth of what 
happened remains to be told as far too 
much was locked behind the Iron Cur-
tain. 

Masterful books like ‘‘Bloodlands: 
Europe Between Hitler and Stalin’’ by 
Dr. Timothy Snyder of Yale begin to 
present the unfathomable dimension of 
the horror. 

If there is any place on the Earth the 
world community of nations owes a 
moral obligation and should seek to 
pull forward, it is Ukraine. 

The suffering and death endured by 
millions of innocent people inside 
Ukraine and nations in her immediate 
environs had no equal any place on 
Earth. There, the crushing of human 
life and human spirit were so diabolical 
and of such gigantic proportion, it is 
hard for us as human beings to wrap 
our minds around it. 

With clarity, let us recall that Amer-
ican soldiers who liberated Europe dur-
ing World War II never ventured far 
enough eastward into Soviet-held terri-
tory to witness the grip of that tyr-
anny; thus, the West still holds some 
naivete about the depths of depravity 
to which millions of innocent civilian 
people—mothers, fathers, children, 
grandparents—fell victim. 

George Will quotes Dr. Snyder in a 
recent piece titled, ‘‘Russia’s brutality 
with Ukraine is nothing new.’’ During 
the 1933 Stalinist-forced famine—here 
is a quote from the book ‘‘Bloodlands.’’ 

Boys from another school pulled out the 
severed head of a classmate while fishing in 
a pond. His whole family had died. Had they 
eaten him first? Or had he survived the 
deaths of his parents only to be killed by a 
cannibal? No one knew; but such questions 
were commonplace for the children of 
Ukraine in 1933. Yet cannibalism was some-
times a victimless crime. Some mothers and 
fathers killed their children and ate them. 
But other parents asked their children to 
make use of their own bodies if they passed 
away. More than one Ukrainian child had to 
tell a brother or sister: ‘‘Mother says we 
should eat her if she dies.’’ 

Additionally: 
In January 1933, Stalin, writes Snyder, 

sealed Ukraine’s borders so peasants could 
not escape and sealed the cities so peasants 
could not go there to beg. By spring, more 
than 10,000 Ukrainians were dying each day, 
more than the 6,000 Jews who perished daily 
in Auschwitz at the peak of extermination in 
the spring of 1944. 

Snyder is judicious about estimates of 
Ukrainian deaths from hunger and related 
diseases, settling on an educated guess of ap-
proximately 3.3 million from 1932 to 1933. He 
says that when ‘‘the Soviet census of 1937 
found 8 million fewer people than projected,’’ 
many of the missing being victims of starva-
tion in Ukraine and elsewhere, and the chil-
dren that those adults did not have, Stalin 
‘‘had the responsible demographers exe-
cuted.’’ 

Ukraine was hell on Earth. 
With the able assistance of Ukrainian 

Museum and Archives in Cleveland, 
Ohio, and its incredible resident schol-
ar Andrew Fedynsky, let us take a look 
back before we look forward. 

Beginning with the year 1933, as mil-
lions of Ukrainians were dying of star-
vation at the hands of their own gov-
ernment in its forced famine genocide, 
that terror has gone down in history as 
the Holodomor, murder by famine; yet 
few in America or anywhere noted 
them, even fewer spoke out, to con-
demn the extinction as American and 
other western companies were working 
with the Soviet Government to realize 
its 20th century industrialization cam-
paign glorified recently at the Sochi 
Olympics. 

Soviet industrialization was paid for 
by the sale of grain brutally seized 
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from peasants—or Kulaks—who paid 
dearly for Soviet progress—so-called 
progress—with their lives by the mil-
lions. 

Much of the U.S. media at the time 
either ignored the catastrophe or actu-
ally collaborated with Stalin to cover 
up that genocide. For this contortion 
of truth, The New York Times reporter 
Walter Duranty was awarded the Pul-
itzer Prize, one of the worst instances 
of the denial of truth in the history of 
journalism. 
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During this fateful period, the United 
States chose to recognize the Soviet 
Bolshevik Government. It was not 
until 50 years later, through legislation 
I introduced as a first-term Member of 
Congress in 1983 in this House, that 
Congress authored the creation of the 
Commission on the Ukraine Famine to 
finally acknowledge and recognize the 
extinction of millions of innocent lives 
in Ukraine. That ink remains wet on 
the pages of history. 

But to return to the World War II 
years, by 1938, when Nazi Germany 
forcibly annexed Austria, in what was 
termed the Anschluss, too many in the 
West took at face value Adolph Hitler’s 
assurances that he was merely reunit-
ing German-speaking people. 

That same year, Nazi Germany pro-
ceeded to annex Czechoslovakia’s 
Sudetenland, as the West negotiated 
what was called ‘‘Peace in Our Time,’’ 
accepting Hitler’s assurances that this 
was the extent of his ambitions. When 
his militarized Wehrmacht took over 
the rest of Czechoslovakia, there was 
no security response from the West, 
only petulant words. 

Then came 1939, when Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union jointly invaded 
neighboring Poland in September of 
that year. Verbally, France and Britain 
condemned the aggression, but then did 
nothing. It was only after Hitler turned 
against his Soviet ally in 1941 and in-
vaded France that the West took the 
threat seriously. By that time, hun-
dreds of thousands had already been 
killed. Millions more would die as Nazi 
Germany and Soviet Russia divided Po-
land, killing 20 percent of its people, a 
higher percentage than any other na-
tion engaged in World War II, and 
began the outsized carnage that carved 
up Europe between their dictatorships. 

By 1944, in a valiant fight to the 
death struggle, the Polish Home Army, 
the Armia Krajowa, rose up in a 63-day 
heroic battle to liberate Warsaw from 
Nazi occupation. Across the Vistula 
River, the nearby Red Army refused to 
join the struggle and instead stood by 
as Poland’s hopelessly outnumbered 
warriors died. This June in Poland will 
mark the 70th anniversary of the War-
saw Uprising. 

Then, in 1945, immediately after the 
end of World War II, the United States, 
France, and Germany withdrew their 
recognition of the long-suffering Polish 
Government in exile, which had been 
established after the Nazi-Soviet inva-

sion in September 1939. The West opted 
in favor of recognizing the Soviet-im-
posed government that would forcibly 
rule half of Europe until the fall of the 
Berlin Wall in 1989, after which began a 
disassembly of that brutal system of 
Soviet human domination. And I might 
add, it was Poland and her spies that 
broke the Nazi code, and yet this is 
what the governments of the West did 
to Poland. 

At the end of World War II, in 1945, at 
the Yalta Conference, ironically held 
in Crimea, the heads of governments of 
the United States, the United King-
dom, and the Soviet Union, headed by 
Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, 
and Joseph Stalin, met for the purpose 
of determining Europe’s postwar con-
figuration. Their fateful agreement 
cordoned off and consigned Central Eu-
rope to the yoke of oppression for half 
a century more, subjugating millions. 
How many tens of thousands more died 
within the confines of the Soviet 
Union? Only God knows. 

In furtherance of repressive rule, be-
tween 1945 and 1948, the Soviets forc-
ibly imposed puppet regimes across 
their captive nations like Poland, ab-
sorbed them into their empire, and re-
peated this pattern in nearly a dozen 
other Central and Eastern European 
countries through military occupation, 
government censorship, mass arrests, 
and rigged elections as an Iron Curtain 
separated the free world and the sub-
jugated. That was the world that I and 
millions of liberty-loving people grew 
up in. 

In 1956, the Hungarian people became 
the first to bravely rise up to cast off 
the boot of communism and assert 
their human rights. The Soviet Union 
dispatched armed tanks, brutally in-
vaded, and imposed mass arrests and 
executions. You can still see the shots 
in the buildings inside of Budapest 
when you travel there. You can see the 
marks of what those tanks did. 

Roman Catholic Cardinal Jozsef 
Mindszenty was forced to take protec-
tive refuge in the U.S. Embassy, where 
he remained for 15 years in Budapest as 
a global symbol of noble defiance 
against Soviet repression and a distant 
hope that life could change for the bet-
ter. 

The ugly pattern of national theft re-
peated in 1968 when the Czechs and Slo-
vaks moved to restore freedom in their 
country. The Soviets invaded again 
with mass arrests and reimposed their 
brutal rule. 

Starting in 1959, throughout this era 
of forced nationhood, U.S. and Western 
support for shortwave Radio Free Eu-
rope broadcasts across these captured 
nations gave hope to the people of Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe, held as pris-
oners in their own lands. 

When, a decade later, in 1978, Roman 
Catholic Cardinal Karl Wojtyla of Po-
land was elected Pope, he became the 
first non-Italian Pontiff from Central 
Europe, taking the name John Paul II. 
His incredible life story in building a 
religious alternative to the communist 

dictatorship in his homeland reawak-
ened the worldwide effort to defeat So-
viet communism. 

An enlivened Solidarity movement 
that had begun during the 1950s in Po-
land through courageous labor activ-
ists spread to Lithuania’s Sajudis and 
Ukraine’s Helsinki Monitoring Group. 
America’s AFL–CIO, along with united 
bipartisan support of our government, 
our Atlantic allies in NATO, and the 
American public who understood lib-
erty’s struggle hung in the balance, re-
mained firm as the cold war tested our 
resolve. 

In 1986, the nuclear disaster at 
Chernobyl, Ukraine, exposed the in-
competence and bankruptcy of the So-
viet system as the Soviet Government 
ordered hundreds of unprotected work-
ers into that radioactive zone, con-
signing them to certain death. The 
work of a few brave activists from that 
horror evolved into a citizen’s move-
ment that matured into a forum for 
popular expression. 

By 1989, as the Soviet economy fi-
nally collapsed, propelled by its ill- 
fated decision to wage war in Afghani-
stan, the Berlin Wall dividing East and 
West came crashing down as students 
from Europe danced on the wall, and 
we could see Central and East Euro-
pean nations one at a time begin to re-
gain their independent, sovereignty, 
and chance—chance—for freedom. 

Then in 1991, 46 years after the end of 
World War II, the Soviet Union itself 
collapsed. And in its Ukrainian Repub-
lic, more than 90 percent of Ukrainians 
voted to become an independent na-
tion, including over half of the people 
in Crimea. 

In an act of complete demilitariza-
tion in 1994, independent Ukraine gave 
up the third largest nuclear arsenal in 
the world. Inasmuch as these weapons 
were intended to be used against the 
United States and other Western coun-
tries, this gesture immeasurably en-
hanced American security and world 
peace. In return, the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and Russia provided 
assurances for Ukraine’s independence, 
its territorial integrity, its freedom 
and economic viability contained in 
the operative document known as the 
Budapest Memorandum. 

For two decades, the people of 
Ukraine, digging out of deep repres-
sion, have fought to build forward a na-
tion that can govern, feed, and educate 
its people. They surely dream of be-
coming the great nation of which they 
are fully capable, a borderland nation 
reaching in all directions, west and 
east and south and north. Ukraine’s po-
tential is unlimited. She is already the 
third largest exporter of grain on the 
face of the Earth. 

But in this new century, the same 
country of Ukraine found itself in a 
timeless struggle to elect honorable 
public officials that would treat people 
with dignity. Those who assumed 
power too often stole from the people. 
Others like President Victor 
Yushchenko were poisoned as he tried 
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to transition Ukraine to a modern 
state. Other leaders were imprisoned. 
And the latest kleptocratic govern-
ment, just deposed, stole billions from 
its own nation, threatening economic 
growth and democratic progress. 

As negotiations to include Ukraine in 
an economic trade union with Europe 
were nearly complete last year, the 
now-deposed, disgraced President 
Viktor Yanukovych rejected the agree-
ment, triggering mass demonstrations 
across the nation. The only power the 
people there have is to stand up and 
speak out for themselves. 

So, in 2013 and this year, we saw hun-
dreds of thousands of Ukrainians begin 
demonstrating when their government, 
reacting to Russian economic and po-
litical coercion, reneged on its commit-
ment to sign the Association Agree-
ment with Europe. I say to the Amer-
ican people, if you had lived the lives 
of their great-grandparents, their 
grandparents, their parents, would you 
have had the courage to stand in the 
Euromaidan, would you have had the 
courage to stand there against the 
Berkut, against the police that had 
weapons and you had nothing, nothing 
but your voice? 

The peaceful Euromaidan movement 
was shattered by government-led vio-
lence, scores of deaths and injuries, the 
ultimate impeachment of a corrupt 
President who fled his post and his 
country when mass killings made it 
impossible for him to stay. His 
kleptocratic thievery from his own 
people disgraced him and his adminis-
tration for all the world to see. 

Under Ukraine’s constitution, 
Ukraine’s legislative branch, their 
Rada, their congress, passed succession 
legislation to elect a new President, a 
new Prime Minister, and a speaker on 
an interim basis until free elections 
can be held this May 25, not long from 
now. 

With Ukraine’s eastern region of Cri-
mea now invaded illegally by Russian 
aggressors, with its sovereignty and 
territorial integrity violated, and with 
Crimea forcibly annexed by Russia 
through a phony election, one must 
ask why the Atlantic Alliance and 
NATO, for two decades, left Ukraine 
largely undefended without a military 
security umbrella. 

What is liberty worth? Have too 
many people become too middle class 
to understand the principle of liberty? 
She stands atop the dome of this Cap-
itol, the Statue of Freedom. It is more 
than a statue. It is how we live. It is 
what we stand for. It is why the world 
respects us. 

Is Ukraine to be a nation perpetually 
stuck in a time warp of history repeat-
ing itself? How many more have to die? 
Do the Budapest Accords mean noth-
ing? Do the words mean nothing on the 
pages on which they are written? 

This past week, this House distin-
guished itself by passing two measures 
relating to Ukraine that place our Na-
tion squarely in liberty’s corner at this 
time of testing. Make no mistake; this 

is a time of testing. Yet the United Na-
tions, our world’s institution charged 
with assigning peacekeeping forces to 
troubled hotspots, seems frozen due to 
the power of Russia’s veto inside the 
Security Council. 

Can our world community of nations 
muster the will to meet this latest 
threat to liberty? The question is: Can 
a dictatorship acting unilaterally over-
rule the aspirations for liberty? 

American and international commit-
ments have to mean what they say. 
History shows us that ignoring the 
word and substance of those precious 
documents leads to ever greater chal-
lenges ending with potential catas-
trophe. But international agreements 
aside, it is a moral obligation of our 
world community of nations to stand 
with Ukraine based alone on her trag-
ically brutal history to which her peo-
ple were subjected over the last cen-
tury. No people on Earth, no place on 
Earth suffered more. 

So I say to the world community of 
nations and liberty lovers everywhere: 
Where do you stand? Where do you 
stand diplomatically, economically, 
politicly, and militarily? I say to the 
world community of nations and lib-
erty lovers everywhere: Where do you 
stand? 

A new diplomatic and security archi-
tecture is needed to strengthen 
Ukraine’s precarious situation. Her 
people long for liberty. They have sung 
to the world, yet they remain 
undefended against the worst aggres-
sion since the fall of the communist 
empire. 
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Ukraine—her people—have earned 
her right for a better day. It is not only 
in Ukraine’s interest, it is in our inter-
est. It is in the interest of what we 
stand for as the oldest democratic re-
public on the face of the Earth, yet one 
of her youngest nations. 

William Faulkner’s writings remind 
us: 

The past is never dead. It is not even past. 

So I say to those who are listening 
this evening that Russia’s brutality 
with Ukraine is nothing new. The ques-
tion for us is: What do we stand for? 
What does this country stand for? What 
can our leadership provide to the world 
community of nations to give this 
great country of Ukraine, whose poten-
tial is unlimited, the chance for liberty 
in this new millennium? 

May God bless America, and may God 
bless those who understand the price of 
liberty. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 17, 2014] 
RUSSIA’S BRUTALITY WITH UKRAINE IS 

NOTHING NEW 
(By George F. Will) 

‘‘Boys from another school pulled out the 
severed head of a classmate while fishing in 
a pond. His whole family had died. Had they 
eaten him first? Or had he survived the 
deaths of his parents only to be killed by a 
cannibal? No one knew; but such questions 

were commonplace for the children of 
Ukraine in 1933. . . . Yet cannibalism was, 
sometimes, a victimless crime. Some moth-
ers and fathers killed their children and ate 
them. . . . But other parents asked their 
children to make use of their own bodies if 
they passed away. More than one Ukrainian 
child had to tell a brother or sister: ‘Mother 
says that we should eat her if she dies.’ ’’ 

—Timothy Snyder, ‘‘Bloodlands: Europe 
Between Hitler and Stalin’’ (2010) 

While Vladimir Putin, Stalin’s spawn, pon-
ders what to do with what remains of 
Ukraine, remember: Nine years before the 
January 1942 Wannsee Conference, at which 
the Nazis embarked on industrialized geno-
cide, Stalin deliberately inflicted genocidal 
starvation on Ukraine. 

To fathom the tangled forces, including 
powerful ones of memory, at work in that 
singularly tormented place, begin with Tim-
othy Snyder’s stunning book. Secretary of 
State John Kerry has called Russia’s inva-
sion of Ukraine ‘‘a 19th-century act in the 
21st century.’’ Snyder reminds us that ‘‘Eu-
ropeans deliberately starved Europeans in 
horrific numbers in the middle of the 20th 
century.’’ Here is Snyder’s distillation of a 
Welsh journalist’s description of a Ukrainian 
city: ‘‘People appeared at 2 o’clock in the 
morning to queue in front of shops that did 
not open until 7. On an average day 40,000 
people would wait for bread. Those in line 
were so desperate to keep their places that 
they would cling to the belts of those imme-
diately in front of them . . . . The waiting 
lasted all day, and sometimes for two. . . . 
Somewhere in line a woman would wail, and 
the moaning would echo up and down the 
line, so that the whole group of thousands 
sounded like a single animal with an ele-
mental fear.’’ 

This, which occurred about as close to 
Paris as Washington is to Denver, was an en-
gineered famine, the intended result of Sta-
lin’s decision that agriculture should be col-
lectivized and the ‘‘kulaks’’—prosperous 
farmers—should be ‘‘liquidated as a class.’’ 
In January 1933, Stalin, writes Snyder, 
sealed Ukraine’s borders so peasants could 
not escape and sealed the cities so peasants 
could not go there to beg. By spring, more 
than 10,000 Ukrainians were dying each day, 
more than the 6,000 Jews who perished daily 
in Auschwitz at the peak of extermination in 
the spring of 1944. 

Soon many Ukrainian children resembled 
‘‘embryos out of alcohol bottles’’ (Arthur 
Koestler’s description) and there were, in 
Snyder’s words, ‘‘roving bands of cannibals’’: 
‘‘In the villages smoke coming from a cot-
tage chimney was a suspicious sign, since it 
tended to mean that cannibals were eating a 
kill or that families were roasting one of 
their members.’’ 

Snyder, a Yale historian, is judicious about 
estimates of Ukrainian deaths from hunger 
and related diseases, settling on an educated 
guess of approximately 3.3 million, in 1932–33. 
He says that when ‘‘the Soviet census of 1937 
found 8 million fewer people than projected,’’ 
many of the missing being victims of starva-
tion in Ukraine and elsewhere (and the chil-
dren they did not have), Stalin ‘‘had the re-
sponsible demographers executed.’’ 

Putin, who was socialized in the Soviet-era 
KGB apparatus of oppression, aspires to re-
verse the Soviet Union’s collapse, which he 
considers ‘‘the greatest geopolitical catas-
trophe of the [20th] century.’’ Herewith a 
final description from Snyder of the con-
sequences of the Soviet system, the passing 
of which Putin so regrets: 

‘‘One spring morning, amidst the piles of 
dead peasants at the Kharkiv market, an in-
fant suckled the breast of its mother, whose 
face was a lifeless gray. Passersby had seen 
this before . . . that precise scene, the tiny 
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mouth, the last drops of milk, the cold nip-
ple. The Ukrainians had a term for this. 
They said to themselves, quietly, as they 
passed: ‘These are the buds of the socialist 
spring.’ ’’ 

U.S. policymakers, having allowed their 
wishes to father their thoughts, find Putin 
incomprehensible. He is a barbarian but not 
a monster, and hence no Stalin. But he has 
been coarsened, in ways difficult for civilized 
people to understand, by certain continu-
ities, institutional and emotional, with an 
almost unimaginably vicious past. And as 
Ukraine, a bubbling stew of tensions and 
hatreds, struggles with its identity and aspi-
rations, Americans should warily remember 
William Faulkner’s aphorism: ‘‘The past is 
never dead. It’s not even past.’’ 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Ms. 

Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill of the 
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 404. An act to preserve the Green Moun-
tain Lookout in the Glacier Peak Wilderness 
of the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National 
Forest. 

f 

TIME FOR A PARADIGM SHIFT IN 
AMERICA’S FOREIGN POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOHO) for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. YOHO. Madam Speaker, I want 
to thank my colleagues for joining me 
tonight to talk about foreign aid and 
saving hard-earned American tax-
payers’ dollars. 

With April 15 fast approaching, 
Americans will be filling out their tax 
returns and sending a portion of their 
hard-earned tax money to the Federal 
Treasury. It is up to us as Members of 
Congress to be good stewards of these 
funds, making sure that they are used 
to the best ability that we can to get 
the results desired. Time and again, we 
hear of wasteful spending in Wash-
ington, D.C., and it is long overdue 
that we commit ourselves to giving 
proper oversight to how we spend the 
people’s money. 

I have made it a priority of mine 
since having the honor of joining the 
people’s House to commit myself to 
doing the proper oversight of govern-
ment. There are numerous examples of 
domestic programs that are a question-
able use of taxpayers’ dollars, and 
many of them should be eliminated. 
However, there is a United States for-
eign aid program that caught my eye 
and the eyes of my colleagues on the 
Foreign Affairs Committee. 

On March 5, 2014, the House Foreign 
Affairs Subcommittee on Terrorism, 
Nonproliferation, and Trade held a 
hearing: ‘‘Threats to Israel: Terrorist 
Funding and Trade Boycotts.’’ Through 
that hearing, it was brought to our at-
tention that United States’ foreign aid 
given to the Palestinian Authority has 
the potential to be funneled into a fund 
that pays monthly salaries to Israeli- 
convicted Palestinian terrorists. 

Back in April 2011, the Palestinian 
Authority Registry published the PA 
Government Resolution of 2010, resolu-
tion Nos. 21 and 23, which formalized 
the long-held practice of the PA’s pay-
ing a monthly salary to all Palestin-
ians imprisoned in Israel for security- 
and terror-related offenses. The sala-
ries are paid from the PA’s general 
budget to the prisoners on a sliding 
scale based on quality, which in this 
world means, the more vicious the act 
of terrorism, the more that is paid out. 
The payments can range from 2,400 to 
12,000 shekels per month, roughly $680 
to $3,400 per month. 

It doesn’t take a genius to know that 
money is interchangeable and that, 
once out of the hands of the American 
foreign aid, the dollars can easily be 
used to pay these salaries. It is re-
ported, as of December 2012, salaries 
have gone to more than 4,500 prisoners 
who have committed acts of terror, 
acts of terror that have killed at least 
54 U.S. citizens since 1993 and have in-
jured another 83 Americans. 

This is totally unacceptable. It is ab-
surd that the United States remains 
one of the largest donors to the Pales-
tinian Authority while these heinous 
practices remain on the books. 

It is for this reason that my col-
leagues and I introduced a resolution 
in Congress that simply says that, 
until the Palestinian Authority repeals 
the resolution supporting convicted 
terrorists, all U.S. foreign aid to the 
PA should be halted. Representatives 
WEBER, PERRY, POE, WESTMORELAND, 
COLLINS, JOHNSON, KING, and FRANKS 
all feel the same way I do—cut off the 
funding. I believe this is only fair and 
should have been done a long time ago. 
The American taxpayers should not be 
funding anyone who wishes death upon 
them or conspires to inflict harm on us 
or our allies. 

According to Palestinian definition, 
again, more than 4,500 Palestinian pris-
oners who are serving time for terror- 
related offenses are recipients of the 
PA salaries. This means that Palestin-
ians convicted of crimes, such as theft, 
do not receive a salary, but Hamas and 
Fatah prisoners receive hefty pay-
ments for acts of terrorism. 

Madam Speaker, take a moment to 
think about this. Steal a loaf of bread, 
and you don’t get a check. Blow up a 
building and commit murder, and you 
receive a nice stipend from the Pales-
tinian Authority which is funded by 
the hardworking American taxpayers. 
The thought of this angers me, and I 
know it angers the American tax-
payers. 

Since 2011, Palestinian Media Watch 
has been documenting international 
donors’ aid money to the Palestinian 
Authority that is given for salaries and 
the general budget but that ends up 
paying the salaries of Palestinian ter-
rorists imprisoned in Israel. These 
monthly payments to prisoners are 
paid from the Palestinian general 
budget fund. According to the language 
of the Palestinian regulation as well as 

Palestinian economic reports on gov-
ernment salaries, the monthly salaries 
to prisoners range, again, from 2,400 
shekels to 12,000 shekels a month. That 
is $680 to $3,400 a month. The average 
income in that region is between $4,000 
and $5,000 a year. The Palestinian Au-
thority economic report listed the pris-
oners’ salaries as part of the Pales-
tinian general salary budget, which in-
cludes civil servants, military per-
sonnel, and others. It was not listed as 
a social service payment. 

Two national bodies exist to process 
those salaries and other benefits. The 
Palestinian Ministry of Prisoners’ Af-
fairs, established in 1998, is an official 
bureaucracy of the Palestinian Author-
ity that commands as much priority as 
the Ministries of Health or Education 
but with far more gravitas. The Pales-
tinian Ministry of Prisoners’ Affairs 
works in tandem with the semi-official 
Prisoners’ Club, established in 1994. 
The ministry dispenses the salary. The 
club functions as an advocate for the 
prisoners, and it is quite willing to 
publicly needle Palestinian leadership 
generally and the Ministry of Pris-
oners’ Affairs specifically into pro-
viding ever-greater payments and bene-
fits. The ministry channels certain 
payments and benefits through the 
Prisoners’ Club. 

In May 2009, our own GAO issued a 
report on this very subject, entitled, 
‘‘Measures to Prevent Inadvertent Pay-
ments to Terrorists under Palestinian 
Aid Programs have been Strengthened 
but Some Weaknesses Remain.’’ The 
report explained: 

The U.S. Government is one of the largest 
donors to the Palestinians. It provided near-
ly $575 million in assistance in fiscal year 
2008. 

At least 54 U.S. citizens have been 
killed in Palestinian terror attacks 
since 1993, and another 83 have been 
wounded. The attacks have targeted 
American tourists, students, and expa-
triates living in Israel or in areas 
under Palestinian control. 

Ahlam Tamimi helped to mastermind 
the deadly 2001 bombing of the Sbarro 
pizzeria in Jerusalem, which killed 15 
people. Among those murdered was 
New Jersey schoolteacher Shoshana 
Greenbaum. Tamimi, who was released 
in the Shalit deal, now lives in Jordan, 
and is unrepentant about her actions. 
It is terrorists like these who receive 
monthly salaries from the Palestinian 
Authority. 

Madam Speaker, at a time in the 
world that is becoming more dan-
gerous, when there are individuals and 
organizations that wish the United 
States harm, when the administration 
is proposing cutting our military to 
pre-World War II levels, and when we 
as Americans are $17.6 trillion in debt, 
is it smart to be giving money to peo-
ple in the name of peace who wish to do 
Americans and Israeli citizens harm? 

Our national security is paramount, 
and as a Member of Congress, I swore 
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an oath to support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica against all enemies, foreign and do-
mestic. I intend to stay true to that 
oath and defend the country I love and 
all who call it home. It is time that we 
as Americans in government have a 
paradigm shift in our foreign policy. 

At this time, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WEBER). 

Mr. WEBER of Texas. I thank my 
friend, the gentleman from Florida. 

Madam Speaker, I will tell you what 
the gentleman from Florida is describ-
ing is American and Israeli blood on 
the hands of terrorists who now have 
American cash in their back pockets. 
It is unbelievable. 

The history is that, since 2003, the 
Palestinian Authority has provided 
government salaries to Palestinians 
imprisoned in Israeli jails—let me 
again say—with Israeli blood on their 
hands. These are prisoners who have 
actively participated in terrorist ac-
tivities. According to the Palestinians’ 
language of their own law, ‘‘Anyone 
imprisoned in the occupation’s, or 
Israel’s, prisons as a result of his par-
ticipation in the struggle against the 
occupation’’ is eligible for a monthly 
salary. 

Let me be clear. 
Prisoners may qualify for a govern-

ment salary if—and only if—they have 
killed an Israeli and/or participated in 
terrorist activities. As an extra, dare I 
call it, ‘‘bonus,’’ if their crimes are so 
extensive as to warrant imprisonment 
for 5 years or more, the government 
salaries will continue until 3 years fol-
lowing their release from jail. Salaries 
are also given to the families of suicide 
bombers or to those who die ‘‘while 
participating in the struggle.’’ 

Originally, these salaries were set at 
a minimum of $250 per month, Amer-
ican dollars. The payments were in-
creased by 300 percent in January of 
2011. At present, the PA is paying up to 
$15 million in government salaries to 
those convicted of crimes each month. 
It seems like a pretty good deal to me. 
Commit a terrorist attack and get 
yourself caught and imprisoned by the 
Israelis, and you can win free food, 
shelter, education, medical care, and a 
salary that is significantly higher than 
what you can collect on your own in 
the outside world. 

How are we to believe the sincerity of 
a government that incentivizes violent 
acts of terror against the very nation 
with which they are supposedly negoti-
ating a treaty for peace? 

In a meeting with the Palestinian 
chief negotiator, Saeb Erekat, while in 
Ramallah, I told him that actions 
speak louder than words—that they 
need to stop glorifying terrorists and, 
instead, glorify peace and renounce ter-
rorism, that they need to admit that 
Israel has the right to exist as a Jewish 
state. He was not a happy camper. 

Meanwhile, the Palestinian Author-
ity doled out $100 million in salaries to 
4,762 prisoners last year. An additional 
$46 million has already been allocated 

this year, and we are only 4 months 
into the year. Let me tell you that 
that averages out to $2,400 per prisoner 
per month—all for participating in ter-
rorism. What is worse is that we are 
helping the Palestinian Government in 
their efforts. Did I mention they have 
got Israeli and American blood on their 
hands and American cash in their back 
pockets? Approximately 85 percent of 
all international aid money sent to the 
West Bank and Gaza goes to govern-
ment salaries. 

In spite of multiple congressional 
freezes on government aid, President 
Obama has continued to use his waiver 
authority to release millions in Amer-
ican taxpayer dollars to that same Pal-
estinian Authority. In fact, since 2008, 
we have averaged $500 million a year in 
bilateral assistance. How does that pro-
tect our Nation or our very best ally, 
Israel? Where is the sense in that? 

In the words of the Texas revolu-
tionary, Lieutenant William Barret 
Travis: 

I call on you, members, in the name of lib-
erty, patriotism and everything dear to the 
American character, to come to our aid. We 
have got to stop this foolishness. 

b 1745 

We require foreign contractors, ven-
dors, and employees to be properly vet-
ted prior to receiving government 
grant funds to ensure that we are not 
unintentionally contributing to terror 
around the world. Why are we allowing 
it to happen here, for heaven’s sake? 

You are right, Congressman YOHO, at 
a time when our constituents are pull-
ing out their receipts, drafting their 
tax returns, planning their annual 
budgets, we should be ever more dili-
gent on spending their tax dollars. 

The Appropriations Committee must 
ensure that the language they craft 
and the authority they give safeguards 
against us ever contributing to the fi-
nancial well-being of those who seek 
the destruction of our allies or our 
great Nation. 

Foreign aid is not a right; it is a gift 
from the American people. Terrorists 
with blood on their hands, we don’t 
want to support terrorists with Amer-
ican and Israeli blood on their hands 
and with American cash in their back 
pockets. We must not let that happen. 

I am RANDY WEBER, and you know I 
am right. 

Mr. YOHO. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas for your pas-
sion. I think it is so true, that we see 
this so many times. You said that for-
eign aid is not—it’s a gift from the 
American taxpayers. 

Mr. WEBER of Texas. It is not a 
right. 

Mr. YOHO. It is a gift, and it is also 
not constitutional, and it doesn’t say 
in there that we need to do that. So we 
need to look at all these things that we 
are doing, and that is why I say this is 
a time for a paradigm shift in foreign 
aid. 

What we are actually doing—we are 
doing this in the name of peace, trying 

to promote peace, but then we turn 
around with the other hand, and they 
are giving money to our enemies, so it 
makes no sense. 

At this moment, I yield to the great 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PERRY). 

Mr. PERRY. Madam Speaker, many 
people that each of us meet as Rep-
resentatives in our home district say 
that things are wrong with Wash-
ington, and they give us a list. 

Of course, one of the big things is the 
misspending of their money, and they 
are right. They say: Why aren’t you 
doing something about it? 

Oftentimes, the answer is: look, it is 
complicated, we have a House of Rep-
resentatives, we have a Senate, and we 
don’t always agree, and then we have 
to get the President to sign something. 

On this occasion, something can be 
done; it is just not being done. In April 
2011, the Palestinian Authority reg-
istry published a government resolu-
tion granting all Palestinian prisoners 
imprisoned in Israel for security and 
terror-related offenses a monthly sal-
ary from the authority—a monthly sal-
ary, like a job. 

Imagine if your job was to blow up 
people, tear their limbs off, and send 
hot pieces of metal through their bod-
ies and watch their bloody corpses 
being dragged through the street. 

If that was your job, you would get a 
salary for that. Who in America pays— 
we put people in prison for that, we put 
people to death for that; yet American 
taxpayers are paying people overseas 
to do just that. Words mean things. 
They pay a salary. 

The Authority defined eligible bene-
ficiaries as anyone imprisoned in 
Israel’s prison as a result of his partici-
pation in the struggle against the occu-
pation, as is already stated, the occu-
pation; again, words mean things. 

I wonder, people complain, and they 
call it an occupation of the Palestinian 
lands. Let’s remember who attacked 
Israel. I wonder if the war had ended 
inside of Israel’s borders, if the 
attackers would have given Israel’s 
borders back. I wonder, but I doubt 
they would have. Words mean things. 
So if you are involved at all in this 
struggle, in this fight, in this killing, 
you get a salary. 

Now, according to the Palestinian 
Authority’s definition, as was already 
stated, more than 4,500 Palestinian 
prisoners, as of December 2012, serving 
time for terror-related offenses are re-
cipients of these salaries. 

This means that Palestinians con-
victed of crimes such as theft do not 
receive a salary. However, Hamas and 
Fatah prisoners receive hefty pay-
ments—hefty. 

According to the regulation and eco-
nomic reports on government salaries, 
the monthly salaries to these prisoners 
range from $680 to $3,400 a month. Who 
couldn’t use $3,400, especially at tax 
time? Yet we are sending it to people 
to kill people, literally. 

Like many salaries, payments to 
prisoners follow a sliding scale based 
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on quality—quality of work. If your 
work is murdering other people, as Mr. 
WEBER from Texas already stated, the 
more murder, the more mayhem, the 
higher the salary. It is unfathomable 
to us as Americans. 

This is happening, and there is a few 
of us on the floor, but where is the rest 
of the Federal Government, Madam 
Speaker? Where is the Senate? Where 
is our President? Where is the Sec-
retary of State? He knows this is hap-
pening, but it is us folks on the floor 
that are talking about it. He is not say-
ing a word. 

In this world, the more heinous the 
act of terrorism, the greater the sal-
ary; the more violent the terrorist act, 
the longer the Israeli prison sentence 
and, in turn, the higher the monthly 
compensation—compensation for kill-
ing, so we are hiring hit men. Amer-
ican tax dollars are hiring hit men and 
hit women, and the policy literally 
incentivizes terrorism. 

In May of 2009, GAO issued a report 
on this very subject, the Government 
Accountability Office. This is not Per-
ry’s rules; it is not Yoho’s statistics. It 
is the GAO. 

The report explained: 
The U.S. Government is one of the largest 

donors to the Palestinians. 

One of the largest donors. Yet the 
GAO found incomplete compliance 
with even the minimal paperwork re-
quirements for vetting procedures. 

So we are giving them a pile of 
money, and as usual with the Federal 
Government, we are not checking up 
on them. We have no idea what they 
are spending it on. Well, we just found 
out, right? We just found out. 

In many cases, it seems Federal 
agencies and offices merely went 
through the motions without proper 
vetting—so surprising. It is shocking 
to me that U.S. taxpayer dollars have 
been indirectly used to pay Palestinian 
terrorists’ salaries. 

Let me explain the indirectly part of 
it because it amounts to this year— 
this fiscal year—$440 million. $17 tril-
lion in debt. Annual deficits for the 
last 5–6 years averaging about a tril-
lion dollars; yet we are happy to hand 
away $440 million and some of which— 
a great deal of which is used to kill 
people. 

So the Congress allocates that money 
to the Department of State. The De-
partment of State then allocates a por-
tion of that money to USAID, who then 
gives it to the Palestinian Authority 
general budget, which is extremely fun-
gible, which means the first dollar or 
the last dollar—the dollars don’t care— 
of the $440 million, we are spending 
about $60 million—well, someone is— 
the Palestinian Authority’s paying $60 
million to these terrorists in salaries. 
$60 million of that $440 million is going 
to terrorists’ salaries. 

Now, I wonder how much we spent 
tracking down Nidal Hassan and con-
victing him. How much time did we 
spend? What about those victims? How 
much time, energy, and resources did 
we spend on the Tsarnaev brothers? 

Terrorism, people that kill other peo-
ple, yet while we spend American tax 
dollars to track them down, imprison 
them—in the case of Nidal Hassan, his 
rightful punishment, which is the 
death sentence—on this occasion, we 
actually pay people to kill our allies 
and even other Americans. 

State and Federal Government sanc-
tion other nations for this kind of be-
havior. We sanction them. We say we 
are not going to give you things, we 
are going restrict you; yet on this oc-
casion, the Palestinian Authority, we 
actually pay them. 

I don’t get it. As an American, I don’t 
get it. I wonder too, in this time of ex-
ecutive orders, this is wholly within 
the purview of the executive branch. 

There have been many times when 
people in this House have objected to 
the executive orders moved on by this 
administration, but on this occasion, I 
can’t think of one person in this room 
that would say: oh, no, Mr. President, 
please don’t stop the State Department 
from giving $440 million to the Pales-
tinian Authority, so they can spend $60 
million of hard-earned taxpayer money 
to pay for criminals that kill people. 

Yet crickets, Madam Speaker, crick-
ets. 

Mr. YOHO. I appreciate the gen-
tleman form Pennsylvania and your 
passion on that also. 

This is the time, like you brought up 
and we have talked about, $17.5 trillion 
roughly in debt, if we go back to when 
we first got here, all being freshman, 
one of the first things that we had to 
deal with—it was right before we came 
in, it was the fiscal cliff, then it was se-
quester, then it was the furloughing, 
and then the government shut down. 

Why? From a lack of money, right? It 
wasn’t an excess of money; yet we have 
given over $5 billion since 1988 to the 
Palestinian Authority, which is not a 
country. It is a loosely-knit organiza-
tion. 

We have to go back to our taxpayers 
and to our constituents back home and 
say: we need more money, we have got 
to do this. And they look at us, like 
they say to you: When are you guys 
going to start fixing it? 

This is the time. 
At this moment, I yield to the gen-

tleman from the State of Iowa (Mr. 
KING), my friend. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
yielding and for pulling this Special 
Order together here and bringing out 
this case as something that all the 
American people aren’t going to realize 
what is taking place here, if we don’t 
have this discussion here. It takes lead-
ership in this Congress to do this. I ap-
preciate the strong voice of Mr. PERRY 
and Mr. WEBER. 

I look back at it this way. On my 
first trip to Israel some time more 
than 10 years ago, I looked across at 
what was taking place from Israel 
proper and West Bank, the Palestinian 
area. 

I went through the briefings and saw 
the data of a culture of people that 

raise their little girls to put on these 
fake suicide vests in order to make 
sure that they entrench deeply in them 
a multigenerational hatred towards 
Israelis and Jewish people. Now, why? 

It is not a rational thing for a cul-
ture and a civilization to be so full of 
hate; yet all they really need to do is 
accept the existence of Israel, and a lot 
of us, this resistance we have within us 
would start to dissipate. 

It wouldn’t be gone because you don’t 
just accept somebody’s word who has 
such a history of doing what they have 
done. The hatred goes deep. 

I think of Congressman GOHMERT of 
Texas, if he were standing here to-
night, he would say: you don’t have to 
pay people to hate you, they’ll hate 
you for free. 

So all these billions of dollars—$5 bil-
lion since 1988, as Mr. YOHO just said, 
the idea of trying to trade off land for 
peace, and what you get back is a poke 
in the eye with a sharp stick, in a more 
violent and a bloody and a brutal way. 

You see that there is a fundraising 
mechanism worldwide that pours dol-
lars into the Palestinian Authority, 
and they then use it to pay the payroll 
of people that are sitting in a prison 
for crimes against—let me say it this 
way, crimes against humanity, not 
necessarily the technical definition of 
the convictions that they have—who 
get a payroll check for demonstrating 
hatred, acting on it, in a kinetic fash-
ion, being locked up to protect the rest 
of society, and then being paid in re-
ward for that. 

This is an appalling circumstance, 
tapping into the United States of 
America where—we have to think 
about this—if we want to pay people 
that hate Israel, who are prisoners for 
committing crimes, and we grant that 
over to the Palestinian Authority in 
our foreign aid package or whatever 
particular line item it might be, so we 
have to go to China: Will you loan us 
some money, so that we can run it 
through our Treasury, so we can funnel 
it in to go in to pay people that have 
been—in any measure of decency, what 
they are committing is wrong? 

They need to have their hearts soft-
ened. They need to raise their children 
to love their neighbor as they love 
themselves. They need to understand 
that there is a good functional govern-
ment going on in Israel proper and still 
likely the only place in the Middle 
East where an Arab can get a fair trial 
is in Israel, where Arabs serve in the 
Knesset, where they serve in the su-
preme court, where they have the 
rights of land ownership. 

That is the way you run a country 
that has a multidimensional ethnicity 
and religion in it. 

Mr. PERRY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would yield. 
Mr. PERRY. So based on this, how 

should our great ally Israel—how 
should the people of Israel view us, 
knowing that this is happening and 
knowing that no one outside these four 
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walls right now is talking about this? 
How should they view us? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, I think they 
will view us as a foolish country that 
doesn’t understand our priorities and 
doesn’t understand where the money is 
coming from or where it goes. 

I would say this call out: Mr. 
Netanyahu, why don’t you just ask us 
to take that money and give it to 
Israel instead? Give it to the people 
that are promoting peace, the people 
that are surrounded by enemies 
throughout, the people that had to 
stand there and face the all-out at-
tacks over and over again. 

They are a democracy in the Middle 
East, a stabilizing force in the Middle 
East; and if we allow them to be weak-
ened—sometimes by the willful actions 
of this administration—if we allow 
them to be weakened, if they collapse, 
so does a lot of freedom in the Middle 
Eastern part of world. 

It threatens Europe, and in the end, 
it threatens us. So our safety and our 
security is tied together. We need to 
protect our brethren who believe in 
freedom, who believe in a form of de-
mocracy, and we need to encourage 
that everywhere in the world. 

b 1800 

There are good people in the Pales-
tinian lands. They need to have good 
leadership, and if we give them the 
right incentive, they are going to per-
haps produce good leadership. 

But if we pay them to hate people, 
there are going to be more people 
hating people. I think we should turn 
that money back around and reward 
the people that don’t, those who need 
to be defended. 

Mr. YOHO. I appreciate your partici-
pation in this and your leadership on 
so many other things that you have 
done. Thank you for being here. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. YOHO. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the Spe-
cial Order of Ms. KAPTUR. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

BLOCKING PROPERTY OF CERTAIN 
PERSONS WITH RESPECT TO 
SOUTH SUDAN—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 113–102) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

Pursuant to the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.) (IEEPA), I hereby report 
that I have issued an Executive Order 
(the ‘‘order’’) declaring a national 
emergency with respect to the unusual 
and extraordinary threat to the na-
tional security and foreign policy of 
the United States posed by the situa-
tion in and in relation to South Sudan. 

The order does not target the coun-
try of South Sudan, but rather is 
aimed at persons who threaten the 
peace, stability, or security of South 
Sudan; commit human rights abuses 
against persons in South Sudan; or un-
dermine democratic processes or insti-
tutions in South Sudan. The order pro-
vides authority for blocking the prop-
erty and interests in property of any 
person determined by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State: 

To be responsible for or complicit in, 
or to have engaged in, directly or indi-
rectly, any of the following in or in re-
lation to South Sudan: 

actions or policies that threaten the 
peace, security, or stability of South 
Sudan; 

actions or policies that threaten 
transitional agreements or undermine 
democratic processes or institutions in 
South Sudan; 

actions or policies that have the pur-
pose or effect of expanding or extend-
ing the conflict in South Sudan or ob-
structing reconciliation or peace talks 
or processes; 

the commission of human rights 
abuses against persons in South Sudan; 

the targeting of women, children, or 
any civilians through the commission 
of acts of violence (including killing, 
maiming, torture, or rape or other sex-
ual violence), abduction, forced dis-
placement, or attacks on schools, hos-
pitals, religious sites, or locations 
where civilians are seeking refuge, or 
through conduct that would constitute 
a serious abuse or violation of human 
rights or a violation of international 
humanitarian law; 

the use or recruitment of children by 
armed groups or armed forces in the 
context of the conflict in South Sudan; 

the obstruction of the activities of 
international peacekeeping, diplo-
matic, or humanitarian missions in 
South Sudan, or of the delivery or dis-
tribution of, or access to, humani-
tarian assistance; or 

attacks against United Nations mis-
sions, international security presences, 
or other peacekeeping operations; 

To be a leader of (i) an entity, includ-
ing any government, rebel militia, or 
other group, that has, or whose mem-
bers have, engaged in any of the activi-
ties described above or (ii) an entity 
whose property and interests in prop-
erty are blocked pursuant to the order; 

To have materially assisted, spon-
sored, or provided financial, material, 
logistical, or technological support for, 
or goods or services in support of, any 
activity described above or any person 
whose property and interests in prop-
erty are blocked pursuant to the order; 

To be owned or controlled by, or to 
have acted or purported to act for or on 
behalf of, directly or indirectly, any 
person whose property and interests in 
property are blocked pursuant to the 
order. 

I have delegated to the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, the authority to 
take such actions, including the pro-
mulgation of rules and regulations, and 
to employ all powers granted to the 
President by IEEPA as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of the 
order. All agencies of the United States 
Government are directed to take all 
appropriate measures within their au-
thority to carry out the provisions of 
the order. 

I am enclosing a copy of the Execu-
tive Order I have issued. 

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 3, 2014. 

f 

MONEY DOESN’T BUY RESPECT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I so 
much appreciate my friends, the Hon-
orable Mr. YOHO, Mr. PERRY, and Mr. 
KING, discussing the issue that is very 
dear to my heart. And I appreciate my 
very dear friend, Mr. KING, quoting me 
accurately, because you don’t have to 
pay people to hate you. They will do it 
for free. 

We have spent billions and billions of 
dollars over the years paying people 
that have contempt for us. They don’t 
like us. And from anybody that has 
ever tried to pay a bully their lunch 
money, they find they don’t buy re-
spect. They buy more contempt and 
more evil actions coming your way. 

So it just makes no sense, especially 
when money is fungible, and we con-
tinue to send money to the Palestin-
ians. We continue to see outrageous ex-
amples in the Palestinian textbooks of 
just raw, unbridled hatred and demean-
ing of the Jewish people. 

And why should the textbooks among 
the Palestinians for their children be 
any different than what the adults are 
doing, when you find that Palestinian 
leaders are naming streets and holi-
days for people who have walked in and 
murdered groups of people with a 
bomb, children, innocent women, men, 
out with their families. They come in 
and kill them when they have done no 
harm, no wrong. 

We still hear people talking about 
Samaria and Judea, written in the 
Bible hundreds, maybe 1,600 years be-
fore the birth of Mohammed, about the 
areas that were the promised land for 
the children of Israel. 

So it becomes difficult for a people 
that didn’t exist in 1000 B.C. to claim 
that someone who lived in that land, 
cultivated that land, had the prior 
claim to that land, somehow have a 
lesser right than people that came 
along hundreds and hundreds of years 
later. 
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But America has a financial problem, 

and we shouldn’t be just squandering 
money, paying people that hate us to 
educate their children to hate us, to 
educate the population to hate us, to 
teach songs that glorify hatred against 
Israel. 

As our dear friend Prime Minister 
Netanyahu has pointed out, Iran itself 
is developing intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, and they certainly don’t need 
those to deliver a nuclear weapon to 
Israel. Those are coming for the Great 
Satan. That would be us. 

So people wonder, well, what are we 
doing to protect ourselves? 

Back after the fall of the Soviet 
Union, the United States of America’s 
leaders pressured Ukraine to deliver 
nuclear weapons in their possession to 
Russia. Now, the Ukrainians have 
never really trusted the Russians. And, 
yes, the Russians have put people out 
of their homes in some areas, filled 
them with Russian people. There are 
areas that today feel like they are 
loyal to Russia because they are Rus-
sians. They sent them there. They dis-
placed the Ukrainians. 

But the Ukrainians went ahead and 
turned over possession of nuclear weap-
ons to Russians whom they distrusted 
because they trusted America. And the 
United States’ leaders made sure they 
understood: we have got you covered. 
We will protect you. You don’t have to 
worry. Go ahead and give nuclear 
weapons to Russia. 

Now the trust that the Ukrainian 
people put in the United States’ leaders 
is coming back, potentially, to haunt 
them. That should never be the case. If 
we want to be taken seriously in the 
world, we can’t be breaking promises 
to countries who rely on our integrity. 
We can’t be doing that. 

So as people ask when we travel 
around the world in the past 6 months 
or so, they ask: What are you doing to 
prevent more terrorism when you 
won’t even acknowledge the source of 
the terrorism? As one of the Egyptian 
leaders asked: Why are you not helping 
us in the war on terror? Now you are 
helping the people that supported the 
terror. 

They don’t understand, and neither 
do I. 

I was asked today, Madam Speaker: 
What has the military done to avoid 
another Fort Hood incident since 2009? 
Madam Speaker, it appears the answer 
is quite embarrassing. 

What have we done to protect the 
country when this President has made 
our military so much smaller? 

What are we doing to protect the 
country when this President canceled 
agreements that had been made, prom-
ised, relied upon to other countries’ 
detriment, missile defense? What are 
we doing to protect our country? 

This policy that this administration 
has had internationally to think that 
evil, hateful people will love us and 
want to be very good friends if we just 
downsize our military, we tie our own 
hands, we don’t let our military really 

protect themselves adequately, that 
surely they will come to appreciate and 
like us and they won’t consider us divi-
sive, derisive, dismissive, well, that is 
not what they are thinking. This Na-
tion has lost respect around the world, 
and it is heartbreaking. 

So they wonder, what are we doing to 
protect ourselves, because if we can’t 
protect ourselves, how can we help stop 
evil people around the world? 

Some say, and I think there are peo-
ple in this administration that think 
we need to follow the European exam-
ple where we don’t have to have much 
of a military at all and we just show, 
look, we want to get along and go 
along. The trouble with that idea is the 
Europeans have had the benefit of 
downsizing their military and having 
smaller militaries because they knew 
the United States existed and that we 
would not let an evil power take over 
Europe, Britain, that we would stop it 
because we would not want another 
Hitler to get as far as he did last time. 

We want to stop them before that 
happens because, assuredly, if Europe 
falls, England falls, they are coming 
for the United States. And now we 
know, because of radical Islam, they 
are more concerned about destroying 
America than they are even taking on 
Europe and England. 

So these are serious issues. So what 
have we done to protect the men and 
women in our military who are pro-
tecting us? 

It is heartbreaking. This administra-
tion, after 2009’s horrendous accident— 
not accident—incident where a radical 
Islamist Muslim killed 13 fellow mili-
tary members. They were not allowed 
to have weapons on post. And we start 
digging and we find out, well, gee, 
when the Democrats controlled the 
House and the Senate, apparently, 
back in 1992, there was a bill passed 
back around that time that prevented 
military members from carrying weap-
ons on military installations. 

Mr. PERRY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GOHMERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. PERRY. First I want to say 
thank you for your service as a Mem-
ber of this body who has also served his 
Nation in uniform. Thank you, and how 
well you know and what you just spoke 
of. 

b 1815 

I found it fascinating, on my most re-
cent deployment to Iraq—it has been 
years now—we were mobilized to Fort 
Sill, Oklahoma. I am sure you know it 
well. So you carry your weapon around 
with you 24 hours a day in your train-
ing because you must always be pre-
pared, except—this is the fascinating 
part—except when you go to the PX, 
except when you go to the chow hall. 
Then you must find a place for your 
weapon. You must leave a soldier out 
in the parking lot to guard all the 
weapons, or what have you. And I am 
thinking to myself: Here I am, a com-

mander of this task force. I have got 
men and women of all ages and all dif-
ferent backgrounds, and we are train-
ing and refining ourselves to go to war, 
to fight the enemy, to defend our Na-
tion in arms, wearing your ballistic 
vest and all your gear, wearing a bal-
listic helmet so that if you do get shot, 
you are protected from that fire. But 
yet I am not trusted to carry my fire-
arm on a military base. 

So what we have seen during this ad-
ministration is this horrific incident, 
the previous one with Nidal Hasan, and 
nothing has really changed. And now 
we see a repeat of it. Meanwhile, sol-
diers—men and women who are willing 
and ready to serve their country—are 
left defenseless and can’t even turn to 
their own Constitution, which they 
take an oath to uphold and defend to 
protect them. 

I find it the height of the dereliction 
of duty of this body and of this admin-
istration. 

Mr. GOHMERT. During the time that 
my friend was in the military, what 
weapons were you required to qualify 
using? 

Mr. PERRY. Well, as an officer, I 
qualified with a .9 millimeter, but of 
course everybody qualifies at some 
point M16, or an M4 now. 

Mr. GOHMERT. And that really is 
amazing about the military in a mili-
tary installation because, like the gen-
tleman said, when I was at Fort 
Benning, we had to qualify every year. 
And here at Fort Hood, one of the larg-
est military installations anywhere, it 
adjoins Killeen, Texas. And many peo-
ple—most people, I think, in Texas re-
call that there was a terrible shooting 
incident in a cafeteria in Killeen that 
adjoins Fort Hood where a man went in 
and started killing people in the cafe-
teria. 

And there was a woman there who 
had to put her gun in the glove com-
partment because we didn’t have laws 
that allowed you to carry weapons 
around Texas. And she realized that 
she could have saved her parents from 
being murdered if she had been able to 
carry her concealed weapon. So she got 
elected to the State legislature. She is 
a hero. She got the concealed-carry bill 
through and signed into law. And that 
had been used in other States to get 
concealed-carry bills passed. 

So when people say, well, how hor-
rible, there had been a prior mass 
shooting before. Actually, there had 
been two right there, just right so close 
together. Killeen, though, civilians, 
who are not required to qualify with 
weapons every year, like you and I 
have been in the military. 

Yet if, as someone trained with weap-
ons, qualifying every year, you step 
one foot off that military installation, 
now you can start carrying a concealed 
weapon if you just got the permit. But 
if you step back on the military instal-
lation, where everyone is required to be 
qualified to use weapons, you can’t 
have one. 

We are working on a bill which will 
not just create the power, but it will 
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require that military installations 
allow people there to go through and 
apply for and get a permit to carry a 
concealed weapon, just as they could in 
Fort Hood if they put one foot off post 
into Killeen. And they ought to be able 
to step back on the installation. 

Mr. PERRY. If the gentleman would 
yield, I am just curious—you have 
spent more time here than I have— 
what was the impetus for the current 
law which restricts DOD and com-
manders, as an installation commander 
myself, from exacting our own author-
ity based on the Constitution? 

Mr. GOHMERT. And actually, that 
was back around the time I became a 
district judge in Texas. And I didn’t 
learn until I was here in Congress just 
recently that they had ever passed 
such a law. There was a Democratic 
majority in the House, a Democratic 
majority in the Senate. 

I can’t imagine why they were think-
ing they had to protect our military 
members from themselves when we 
give them far more lethal weapons—I 
mean, you give somebody an RPG. 

Mr. PERRY. Who is better trained 
than the United States military, the 
different branches serving on those 
bases and posts all around the country, 
all around the world, dealing with 
weapons on a daily basis, dealing with 
ammunition and its effects on a daily 
basis? Most of what you do revolves 
around ranges, firing, qualifications be-
cause we train. Readiness is important, 
and using the tools of the trade; wheth-
er you like it or not, they are weapons, 
because there are bad actors out there. 
And that is what they have to use to be 
able to fight back. 

So that is the one place, specifically 
the one place on the planet where you 
would think that people would be able 
to. As you said, they are trained, are 
prepared, are knowledgeable, are famil-
iar, are comfortable with. And yet this 
United States Government does not 
allow them to defend themselves and, 
more importantly, the oath and the 
very Constitution, the set of rules with 
which we govern this Nation. 

When you raise your right hand and 
take that solemn oath, unfortunately 
under the current paradigm, under this 
current administration, when you take 
the oath to join the military, you are 
giving away the right to defend your-
self while you are on a military base. 

Mr. GOHMERT. The gentleman 
makes so many good points. I would 
like to yield to the gentleman to an-
swer a question. 

Having been a commander, we have 
talked about how military were quali-
fied, were required to qualify to use 
weapons. But as a commander, do you 
know of any one civilian in the civilian 
world who has more training about not 
misplacing your weapon or setting 
your weapon down or leaving your 
weapon than somebody in the military? 
The gentleman knows what I talk 
about. 

Mr. PERRY. Certainly you and I can 
both attest to this. It is a sensitive, it 

is a controlled item. And from day one, 
you learn the very harsh reality that 
you do not ever, ever misplace your 
weapon. There are very serious pen-
alties for misplacing your weapon. You 
learn to live with it, to sleep with it, to 
shower with it. It is you, and you are 
it. You are together at all times and all 
things. And accountability is para-
mount. That is what I mean. There can 
be no breach of this standard. And 
there is none. And the military trains 
you in that very acutely. 

So, once again, I would say, there is 
no place where individuals—men and 
women—are more familiar, better 
trained, and more well equipped to deal 
with firearms than in the military, es-
pecially—specifically on a military 
base. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I was talking with 
one of our Capitol Police yesterday 
after this shooting at Fort Hood, again. 
One of our great Capitol Police. We are 
so blessed with such great qualified 
protectors of the Capitol area. And he 
was in the military for 13 years and left 
the military and became a Capitol po-
liceman. Well, I trust that gentleman 
now to have a weapon at all times. I 
am delighted if he will carry a weapon 
at all times. 

But Washington, D.C., has these real-
ly well-intentioned laws. Let’s elimi-
nate weapons in Washington, D.C. They 
have been struck down by the Supreme 
Court because they are unconstitu-
tional. But I want somebody like that, 
that I could trust, whether he was still 
in the military, as he was, or as a Cap-
itol policeman. I am very comfortable 
with him carrying a weapon and feel 
better knowing that there were people 
like him around carrying weapons. 

So when that question was asked, 
what has the military done since 2009’s 
Fort Hood mass shooting to prevent 
this kind of thing from happening, I 
know that the military cannot do any 
more than the Commander in Chief or-
ders them to do. I don’t know of any-
thing that the Commander in Chief has 
done, as the commander, where the 
buck stops, to provide more protection 
from an incident like as now happened 
again. 

If the gentleman knows of anything 
that has been done. 

Mr. PERRY. I do not. And I thank 
you for asking. But just thinking about 
it, the process by which a person joins 
and maintains the attendance, so to 
speak, in the military requires an in-
vestigation of your person, of your 
background, who you are, your capa-
bilities, and so on and so forth. And for 
an administration, rightly so, very 
concerned about background checks 
and making sure that only those in our 
free country avail themselves of their 
Second Amendment right and not 
those who shouldn’t, such as criminals, 
who would also not be allowed to either 
join the military or stay in the mili-
tary, once again, I would say, there is 
no safer, no better a place than on a 
military base because all those folks 
have been vetted, have been checked, 
do carry a weapon. 

So I find it interesting that maybe 
the military, maybe DOD has made a 
recommendation to the administration 
and said, part of the solution to Nidal 
Hasan and his heinous acts are to make 
sure that people can defend themselves, 
soldiers, servicemembers at different 
bases and different branches of the 
services can protect themselves under 
force of arms, if necessary, on base. 
But that has yet to be found out. 

But it would be very interesting to 
know if DOD did make that rec-
ommendation and nothing was done 
about it, and nothing was done about 
it. If there was no cry from the admin-
istration to say, hey, Congress, this is 
a problem. Here is part of the solution 
set. Get to work. 

As you said, we have already gotten 
to work on that here. But I suspect 
that that bill—well-intentioned, the 
right thing to do—will make it out of 
the House in due course but under this 
Senate and under this administration 
will languish. That is what my sus-
picion will be. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, I would think, 
though, that at this point in time, with 
so many Senators of the Democrat per-
suasion being concerned about elec-
tions and the disaster ObamaCare has 
been, if we pass a bill that provides for 
military installations to allow permits 
to be applied for and obtained for a 
concealed-carry on a military installa-
tion, that the Senate will be in a dif-
ficult position if they don’t take it up. 
And the President would hurt his party 
dramatically if it passed out of the 
Senate as well and he refused to sign 
it. 

There will be other incidents like 
Fort Hood again. It appears that we 
have not been adequately addressing 
post-traumatic stress disorder. And 
you never know if someone is going to 
go off, like we see with Washington, 
D.C., having such a high murder rate. 
Just like the old bumper stickers have 
said in the past, When guns are out-
lawed, only outlaws have guns. That is 
exactly what has happened at Fort 
Hood both times. It is what happened 
in Killeen with the mass shooting in 
the cafeteria. And the problem is not 
honest, honorable, law-abiding Ameri-
cans having a gun under their Second 
Amendment rights; it is the outlaws 
having guns. 

There were thousands of cases that 
came through my court as a district 
judge, felonies—all of them felonies. 
And I couldn’t remember any cases in-
volving guns where the guns were law-
fully acquired. The criminals get guns, 
and they don’t care. The name ‘‘crimi-
nal’’ comes from the fact that they 
commit crimes, and they don’t care 
what the law is. They break the law. So 
the people that are disarmed are those 
law-abiding citizens. 

I really think we cannot stand an-
other 5 years of calling such a terrible 
disaster just ‘‘workplace violence’’ 
when it is a tragedy that can be pre-
vented, can be stopped. And since the 
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Commander in Chief has not taken ac-
tion that would impede it or stop it, we 
need to do that. 

And we need to reverse the law that 
was passed by the Democratic House 
and Democratic-controlled Senate 
back in the early nineties and get a bill 
to the President’s desk. And if the 
Democrats—at least some of them in 
the Senate—are not willing to pass 
such a law or HARRY REID is not willing 
to bring that to the floor, the answer is 
very simple: We vote in Republican 
Senators so that they will bring it to 
the floor. And next January, then we 
can present it to the President. 

b 1830 

And then if he does not and is not 
willing to sign it at that point, then we 
will either have enough to override the 
veto or we will have a President from a 
different party come November of 2016 
who will allow the military to protect 
themselves instead of condemning 
them to helplessly watch while they 
and their friends are gunned down by 
an outlaw. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. PERRY. I agree with you on your 

assessment. I hope you are right about 
that. I hope you are right, that we ac-
complish something. It would be great 
if it wasn’t partisan, if we could just do 
the right thing and allow people who 
have agreed to serve and take the oath 
to uphold and defend the Constitution 
to then have the same protections of 
that Constitution availed to them-
selves. And that would be, in my opin-
ion, the right thing to do regardless— 
regardless—of your party. 

So I would hope that we would see 
that now, see that as a solution set 
to—look, on this current case, it ap-
pears that when confronted with a fire-
arm, this individual who carried out 
this most recent crime and these atroc-
ities at Fort Hood, when confronted 
with a firearm himself, that is when 
the carnage ended. 

So it seems to me that maybe it 
won’t stop it, but it certainly can miti-
gate it, and maybe if these folks in the 
future that would ponder such an act, 
if they knew that other members on 
post would be carrying, as well, they 
might be reluctant to do the same 
thing. 

Mr. GOHMERT. In the 1 minute we 
have got left, I just want to thank my 
friend from Pennsylvania for all of his 
service to our country in the military 
and here in Congress. I hope that we 
are able to get a bill passed through 
the House, through the Senate, and to 
the President’s desk. 

Let me just finish by saying there 
was an atrocity here on Capitol Hill 
yesterday with the testimony of the 
former Acting Director of the CIA. Our 
military has become an international— 
it is tragic, but a laughing— 

If they are not defending themselves, 
then how can we count on them to de-
fend us? And after the testimony under 
penalty of perjury yesterday by a 
former acting director of the CIA, it 

has told the world that the only place 
there has been worse intelligence than 
we have had, particularly during 
Benghazi, would have been back at Lit-
tle Big Horn by General Custer. 

We have got to turn this place 
around so that Americans can protect 
Americans and Americans serving our 
military can protect themselves and 
our intelligence does start living up to 
the name instead of making it such a 
tragedy. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida (at the request 
of Ms. PELOSI) for today and April 4 on 
account of family obligation in dis-
trict. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 33 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, April 4, 2014, at 9 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

5179. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the in-
ternal and independent reviews of Depart-
ment of Defense (DoD) programs, policies, 
and procedures regarding security at DoD in-
stallations and the security clearance proc-
ess; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

5180. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
authorization of 10 officers to wear the au-
thorized insignia of the grade of major gen-
eral or brigadier general; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

5181. A letter from the Assistant Director 
for Legislative Affairs, Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau, transmitting the Annual 
Report on the Bureau’s activities to admin-
ister the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

5182. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Turk Hava Yollari, A.O. (Turkish Air-
lines) of Istanbul, Turkey; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

5183. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on a request from Wells Fargo, N.A. 
for a 90 percent guarantee on a 36-month re-
volving credit facility; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

5184. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control, 
Department of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Schedules of Con-
trolled Substances: Temporary Placement of 
10 Synthetic Cathinones Into Schedule I 
[Docket No.: DEA-386] received March 10, 
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

5185. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 

rule—Amendment of Section 73.622(i), Post- 
Transition Table of DTV Allotments, Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations (Birmingham, Ala-
bama) [MB Docket No.: 13-261] [RM-11707] re-
ceived February 19, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

5186. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Secretary of State, 
transmitting notification that effective Feb-
ruary 23, 2014, the danger pay allowance for 
the Cote D’Ivoire has been eliminated, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 5928; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

5187. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Legal Adviser, Office of Treaty Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting a report 
prepared by the Department of State con-
cerning international agreements other than 
treaties entered into by the United States to 
be transmitted to the Congress within the 
sixty-day period specified in the Case-Za-
blocki Act; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

5188. A letter from the Office of Economic 
Impact and Diversity, Department of En-
ergy, transmitting the Department’s annual 
report on the No FEAR Act for Fiscal Year 
2013; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

5189. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

5190. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting two re-
ports pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Re-
form Act of 1998; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

5191. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

5192. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

5193. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Management and Administra-
tion and Designated Reporting Official, Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy, trans-
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va-
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

5194. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France 
(Eurocopter) Helicopters [Docket No.: FAA- 
2013-0697; Directorate Identifier 2009-SW-015- 
AD; Amendment 39-17733; AD 2014-02-05] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 10, 2014, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

5195. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bell Helicopter Tex-
tron Canada Limited (Bell) Helicopters 
[Docket No.: FAA-2013-0525; Directorate 
Identifier 2011-SW-063-AD; Amendment 39- 
17730; AD 2014-02-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
March 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

5196. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Beechcraft Corpora-
tion Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2013-0611; 
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Directorate Identifier 2013-CE-019-AD; 
Amendment 39-17731; AD 2014-02-03] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 10, 2014, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

5197. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Agusta S.p.A. (Type 
certificate currently held by Agusta 
Westland S.p.A)(Agusta) Helicopters [Docket 
No.: FAA-2013-0478; Directorate Identifier 
2012-SW-092-AD; Amendment 39-17736; AD 
2014-02-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 
10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

5198. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; The Boeing Company 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2013-0538; Direc-
torate Identifier 2012-NM-212-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17728; AD 2014-01-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received March 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

5199. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France 
(Eurocopter) Helicopters [Docket No.: FAA- 
2014-0039; Directorate Identifier 2013-SW-058- 
AD; Amendment 39-17737; AD 2014-02-09] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 10, 2014, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

5200. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Costruzioni 
Aeronautiche Tecnam srl Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2013-0888; Directorate Identifier 
2013-CE-024-AD; Amendment 39-17735; AD 
2014-02-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 
10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

5201. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Air-
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-0997; Direc-
torate Identifier 2012-NM-060-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17729; AD 2014-02-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received March 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

5202. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; BAE SYSTEMS (Op-
erations) LIMITED Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2013-0793; Directorate Identifier 2012- 
NM-138-AD; Amendment 39-17727; AD 2014-01- 
04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 10, 2014, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

5203. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Application of Section 871(m) to Specified 
Equity-Linked Instruments [Notice 2014-14] 
received March 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

5204. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Correction to Revenue Procedure 2014-4 
(Revenue Procedure 2014-19) received March 
19, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

5205. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Infor-
mation Reporting of Minimum Essential 

Coverage [TD 9660] (RIN: 1545-BL31) received 
March 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

5206. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Infor-
mation Reporting by Applicable Large Em-
ployers on Health Insurance Coverage Of-
fered Under Employer-Sponsored Plans [TD 
9661] (RIN: 1545-BL26) received March 10, 2014, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

5207. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — With-
holding of Tax on Certain U.S. Source In-
come Paid to Foreign Persons, Information 
Reporting and Backup Withholding on Pay-
ments Made to Certain U.S. Persons, and 
Portfolio Interest Treatment [TD 9658] (RIN: 
1545-BL18) received March 10, 2014, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

5208. A letter from the Director of Legisla-
tive Affairs, Office of the Director of Na-
tional Security, transmitting follow up re-
ports to the Intelligence Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2013; to the Committee on In-
telligence (Permanent Select). 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WOODALL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 539. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1874) to 
amend the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
to provide for macroeconomic analysis of the 
impact of legislation, providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1871) to amend the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 to reform the budget baseline, 
and providing for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 1872) to amend the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to 
increase transparency in Federal budgeting, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 113–400). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. PITTENGER (for himself and 
Mr. HECK of Washington): 

H.R. 4383. A bill to amend the Consumer 
Financial Protection Act of 2010 to establish 
a Small Business Advisory Board, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

By Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Ms. LOF-
GREN, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. CARSON of In-
diana, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. VARGAS, 
and Mr. PETERS of California): 

H.R. 4384. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a fund to provide for an expanded 
and sustained national investment in bio-
medical research; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committees on the Budget, Armed Services, 
and Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BURGESS (for himself and Mrs. 
CAPPS): 

H.R. 4385. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the des-

ignation of maternity care health profes-
sional shortage areas; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr. 
PAULSEN, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. HINOJOSA, 
Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. CRAMER, 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, and Mr. 
KING of New York): 

H.R. 4386. A bill to allow the Secretary of 
the Treasury to rely on State examinations 
for certain financial institutions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

By Mr. GARRETT: 
H.R. 4387. A bill to amend the Financial 

Stability Act of 2010 to require the Financial 
Stability Oversight Council to hold open 
meetings and comply with the requirements 
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act, to 
provide additional improvements to the 
Council, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. GOSAR (for himself, Mr. 
DAINES, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska, Mr. COLE, Mr. MULLIN, Mr. 
TIPTON, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona, Mr. SALMON, Ms. MCCOLLUM, 
Mr. HONDA, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK): 

H.R. 4388. A bill to establish the American 
Indian Trust Review Commission, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 
H.R. 4389. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 

of Homeland Security from granting a work 
authorization to an alien found to have been 
unlawfully present in the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CÁRDENAS (for himself, Ms. 
BASS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. NORTON, and 
Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R. 4390. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to protect the enroll-
ment of incarcerated youth for medical as-
sistance under the Medicaid program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. CUMMINGS: 
H.R. 4391. A bill to establish the Propri-

etary Education Oversight Coordination 
Committee; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. FINCHER: 
H.R. 4392. A bill to align exemptions for 

general solicitation of investment in com-
modity pools similar to the exemption pro-
vided for general solicitation of securities 
under the Jumpstart Our Business Startups 
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY: 
H.R. 4393. A bill to prohibit any Federal 

agency or official, in carrying out any Act or 
program to reduce the effects of greenhouse 
gas emissions on climate change, from im-
posing a fee or tax on gaseous emissions 
emitted directly by livestock; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 
H.R. 4394. A bill to prohibit the awarding of 

contracts to contractors responsible for de-
layed openings of Veterans Affairs facilities; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Ms. KELLY of Illinois: 
H.R. 4395. A bill to amend part B of title III 

of the Public Health Service Act to improve 
essential oral health care for lower-income 
individuals by breaking down barriers to 
care; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER (for himself, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. MCCAUL, 
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Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
BENTIVOLIO, and Mr. LONG): 

H.R. 4396. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services from imple-
menting certain rules relating to the health 
insurance coverage of sterilization and con-
traceptives approved by the Food and Drug 
Administration; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 4397. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require all po-
litical committees to notify the Federal 
Election Commission within 48 hours of re-
ceiving cumulative contributions of $1,000 or 
more from any contributor during a calendar 
year, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. BECERRA: 
H. Res. 537. A resolution electing Members 

to certain standing committees of the House 
of Representatives; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT (for himself, Mr. 
ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. COHEN, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. ADER-
HOLT, and Mr. MCGOVERN): 

H. Res. 538. A resolution expressing support 
for designation of May as ‘‘National Bladder 
Cancer Awareness Month’’; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Mr. JOYCE, Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER, and Mr. COFFMAN): 

H. Res. 540. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Nurses Week on 
May 6, 2014, through May 12, 2014; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. REED (for himself and Ms. 
MOORE): 

H. Res. 541. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of Sexual Assault Awareness 
and Prevention Month; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YOHO (for himself, Mr. POE of 
Texas, Mr. PERRY, Mr. WEBER of 
Texas, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, 
and Mr. FRANKS of Arizona): 

H. Res. 542. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
United States foreign aid to the Palestinian 
Authority should be suspended until Pales-
tinian Authority Government Resolutions 
relating to providing a monthly salary to 
anyone imprisoned in Israel’s prisons as a re-
sult of participation in the struggle against 
the Israeli occupation are repealed; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

f 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. PITTENGER: 
H.R. 4383. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 

States Constitution 
By Ms. ESHOO: 

H.R. 4384. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The U.S. Constitution, Article I, Section 8, 

the General Welfare Clause and the Nec-
essary and Proper clause, Article 1, Section 
8, Clause 18. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 
H.R. 4385. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 

Article One, Section Eight, Clause Three 
‘‘To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-

tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian Tribes.’’ 

By Mr. ELLISON: 
H.R. 4386. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to Article I, Section 8, 
Clauses 1 and 3. 

By Mr. GARRETT: 
H.R. 4387. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (The Congress 

shall have Power ‘‘To regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States and with the Indian Tribes’’) and Ar-
ticle I, Section 8, Clause 18 (The Congress 
shall have Power ‘‘To make all Laws which 
shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all 
other Powers vested by this Constitution in 
the Government of the United States, or in 
any Department or Officer thereof’’). 

By Mr. GOSAR: 
H.R. 4388. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This legislation is constitutionally appro-

priate pursuant to Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 3 (the Commerce Clause) which 
grants Congress the power to regulate Com-
merce with foreign Nations, and among sev-
eral states and with the Indian Tribes; Arti-
cle II, Section 2, Clause 2 (the Treaty Clause) 
which gives the President the Power to make 
Treaties; Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (the 
Property Clause) which gives Congress the 
Power to make all Rules and Regulations re-
specting the Territory or other Property be-
longing to the United States. 

The Supreme Court, in Worcester v. Geor-
gia (1832), reasoned that Indian Nations have 
always been considered as distinct, inde-
pendent political communities, as the undis-
puted possessors of the soil, from time im-
memorial. Thus, conducting a review of by 
Congress of the United States’ trust rela-
tionship with American Indian tribes is con-
stitutionally permissible. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 
H.R. 4389. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 4 of the Con-

stitution of the United States: To establish 
an uniform Rule of Naturalization. 

By Mr. CÁRDENAS: 
H.R. 4390. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 1. 
All legislative powers herein granted shall 

be vested in a Congress of the United States, 
which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

By Mr. CUMMINGS: 
H.R. 4391. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. FINCHER: 
H.R. 4392. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I Section 8 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY: 
H.R. 4393. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 

States Constitution. 
By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 4394. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Clause 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

By Ms. KELLY of Illinois: 
H.R. 4395. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8, clauses 3 

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER: 
H.R. 4396. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Pursuant to clause 7 of Rule XII of the 

Rules of the House of Representatives, I sub-
mit the following statement regarding the 
specific powers granted to Congress in in the 
Constitution to enact the accompanying bill 
cited as the ‘‘Religious Liberty Protection 
Act of 2014.’’ 

The Constitutional authority on which 
this bill rests is the power of Congress to en-
sure that Congress shall make no law re-
specting an establishment of religion, or pro-
hibiting the free exercise thereof as enumer-
ated in the First Amendment. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 4397. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to Article I, 

Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution under the 
General Welfare Clause. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 10: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
MESSER, Mr. PETERS of California, Mr. POLIS, 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee, and Mr. ROKITA. 

H.R. 50: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 494: Mr. BARBER. 
H.R. 498: Mr. JOYCE. 
H.R. 508: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 515: Ms. BROWNLEY of California, Ms. 

CLARK of Massachusetts, and Mr. DELANEY. 
H.R. 526: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 543: Mr. WESTMORELAND. 
H.R. 677: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 708: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 792: Mr. SOUTHERLAND. 
H.R. 809: Mrs. CAPITO. 
H.R. 1008: Mr. CARTER and Ms. DELBENE. 
H.R. 1037: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.R. 1074: Mr. RIBBLE. 
H.R. 1281: Mr. BURGESS and Mrs. MCMORRIS 

RODGERS. 
H.R. 1313: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 
H.R. 1338: Mr. GRAYSON and Mr. GEORGE 

MILLER of California. 
H.R. 1502: Mr. JOYCE. 
H.R. 1507: Mr. GERLACH. 
H.R. 1553: Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. CRAMER, 

Mr. HARPER, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, and Mr. 
MILLER of Florida. 

H.R. 1563: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. COFFMAN, Mr. 
CRAWFORD, Mr. MAFFEI, and Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND. 

H.R. 1699: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 1725: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1750: Mr. RICE of South Carolina, Mr. 

STUTZMAN, and Mr. HUDSON. 
H.R. 1776: Mr. MCCLINTOCK. 
H.R. 1812: Mr. POE of Texas and Ms. LORET-

TA SANCHEZ of California. 
H.R. 1852: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. GARDNER, 

and Mr. OLSON. 
H.R. 2053: Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 2084: Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 
H.R. 2101: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 2224: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2247: Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 2364: Mr. TIERNEY and Mr. PETERS of 

California. 
H.R. 2366: Mr. LATTA, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. 

LONG, Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, Mr. GRAVES 
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of Missouri, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. WALDEN, Mr. GIB-
SON, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mrs. BLACK, Mr. COURT-
NEY, Mr. MCINTYRE, and Mr. LUCAS. 

H.R. 2429: Mr. MCALLISTER, Mr. WOODALL, 
and Mr. GARRETT. 

H.R. 2648: Mr. MEEKS and Ms. EDWARDS. 
H.R. 2690: Mr. CLEAVER. 
H.R. 2706: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 2807: Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. 
H.R. 2825: Ms. SPEIER. 
H.R. 2841: Mrs. NEGRETE MCLEOD, Mr. MUR-

PHY of Florida, and Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 2847: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 2870: Ms. BASS, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. 

CÁRDENAS, Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. VARGAS, and Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of 
California. 

H.R. 2902: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 2939: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CASTRO of 

Texas, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
MATHESON, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. THOMPSON of 
California, Mr. TONKO, Mr. MCALLISTER, Mrs. 
BEATTY, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. HUFFMAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
RICHMOND, Mr. RUSH, Ms. SINEMA, Mrs. 
WALORSKI, and Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.R. 3155: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, 
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. LATHAM, and Mr. 
OLSON. 

H.R. 3282: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 3335: Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 3344: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 3352: Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 3377: Mr. BARTON and Mr. LUETKE-

MEYER. 
H.R. 3382: Mr. SANFORD, Mr. STEWART, Mrs. 

LUMMIS, and Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. 
H.R. 3400: Mr. KLINE and Mrs. CAROLYN B. 

MALONEY of New York. 
H.R. 3408: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 3451: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 

DEUTCH, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. BROWNLEY of 
California, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. VELA, Mr. 
CASTRO of Texas, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Mr. CÁRDENAS, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER, Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. VARGAS, 
Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. WALZ, Ms. 
KUSTER, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. SERRANO, and 
Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 3481: Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. NUGENT, and 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 3508: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 3530: Mr. VARGAS. 

H.R. 3544: Mr. ROYCE. 
H.R. 3576: Mr. PEARCE and Mr. ROONEY. 
H.R. 3583: Mr. CICILLINE and Mr. KEATING. 
H.R. 3593: Mr. ROE of Tennessee. 
H.R. 3601: Mr. MCALLISTER and Mr. 

PALAZZO. 
H.R. 3624: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 3658: Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. 

BOUSTANY, Mr. BARBER, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. 
LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. GRAYSON, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. CROWLEY, 
Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. 
POCAN, Ms. MOORE, Mr. NADLER, Mr. MEAD-
OWS, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. YODER, and Mr. JOYCE. 

H.R. 3662: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 3698: Mr. STIVERS and Mr. WESTMORE-

LAND. 
H.R. 3707: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 
H.R. 3708: Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 3740: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 3836: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. PASTOR of Ar-

izona, Mr. TIBERI, and Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 3847: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 
H.R. 3929: Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. RANGEL, and 

Mrs. BEATTY. 
H.R. 3978: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. PETERS of 

California, and Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 3991: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana, Mr. 

WALZ, and Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 4031: Ms. FOXX, Mr. MARCHANT, Mrs. 

NOEM, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. PEARCE, and 
Mr. ROONEY. 

H.R. 4035: Mr. WESTMORELAND and Ms. LOF-
GREN. 

H.R. 4042: Mr. CRAWFORD and Mr. 
HUELSKAMP. 

H.R. 4060: Mr. MULVANEY and Mr. POE of 
Texas. 

H.R. 4069: Mrs. CAPITO. 
H.R. 4079: Ms. SEWELL of Alabama and Mr. 

BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4080: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. CASSIDY, 

Mr. MCKINLEY, and Mr. MURPHY of Pennsyl-
vania. 

H.R. 4108: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. NORTON, and 
Mr. RUSH. 

H.R. 4112: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 4119: Mr. ELLISON and Mr. DANNY K. 

DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 4122: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 4124: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 4158: Mr. BURGESS, Mr. GRIFFIN of Ar-

kansas, and Mr. JOYCE. 

H.R. 4168: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 4188: Mr. KILMER. 
H.R. 4225: Mr. MULLIN, Ms. JENKINS, Mrs. 

MCMORRIS RODGERS, Ms. MOORE, Mr. 
MCCAUL, Mr. HUDSON, and Mr. NUGENT. 

H.R. 4226: Mr. POE of Texas. 
H.R. 4234: Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mrs. 

WALORSKI, Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 4285: Mr. CÁRDENAS. 
H.R. 4299: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 
H.R. 4303: Mr. VARGAS. 
H.R. 4304: Mr. WESTMORELAND. 
H.R. 4318: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona and Mr. 

STOCKMAN. 
H.R. 4336: Mr. PETERSON. 
H.R. 4342: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 4347: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 4352: Mr. NUGENT. 
H.R. 4357: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, 

Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. DESANTIS, Mr. POSEY, 
Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, 
Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. 
PITTENGER, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
YOHO, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. 
HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. DUN-
CAN of South Carolina, Mr. SALMON, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. WESTMORELAND, and Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 4370: Mr. HUELSKAMP. 
H. Res. 231: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. AUSTIN 

SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, and Mr. BARLETTA. 

H. Res. 412: Mr. HONDA. 
H. Res. 494: Mr. GARDNER and Mr. 

MCDERMOTT. 
H. Res. 509: Mr. JOYCE, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS 

of Illinois, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. 
BRIDENSTINE, Mr. PERRY, Mr. PITTS, Mr. 
LATTA, and Mr. CÁRDENAS. 

H. Res. 527: Mr. RUSH. 
H. Res. 529: Mr. SERRANO. 
H. Res. 532: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. LOFGREN, and 

Mr. POLIS. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions, as follows: 

H.R. 217: Mr. REED. 
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